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MR.  MORRIS s   Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  hearing  on 
Park  Plaza  will  resume.  We  will  resume  with  persons  who  wish  to 
be  heard  as  being  opposed  to  the  development.   Would  you  mind 
stating  your  name.  Father? 

REV.  GERALD  BUCKS. 
Pastor,  St.  Joseph's  Church 

FATHER  BUCKE:  My  name  is  Father  Gerald  Bucke;  I'm 
Pastor  of  St.  Joseph's  in  the  west  End  of  Boston;  I  am  the  presi- 
dent of  the  west  End  Housing  Association  and  I  am  a  member  of 
CURB,  and  that's  a  technical  name  and  I  will  attempt  to  explain 
this  later  as  I  get  into  it; 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  I  want  to  thank  you  for 
this  opportunity  to  come  and  speak  here,  because  I  think  that, 
in  this  city  of  great  dissent,  and  historically  so,  and  profit- 
ably so,  that  people  are  coming  forward  to  make  their  points  and 
dissent  of  this  Park  Plaza  submission  and  resubmission.   I  think 
it  is  of  great  importance  for  this  city  and  for  the  common  good 
of  our  capital  city  of  the  Commonwealth. 

I  come  here  this  morning,  and  first  of  all,  in  the 
capacity  of  a  private  citizen  who  has  been  close  to  40  years 
working  in  the  City  of  Boston?  secondly,  as  a  member  of  the  west 
Eng  Housing  Association,  which  is  struggling  with  the  problem  in 
the  West  End  for  the  last  five  years;  thirdly,  as  a  member  of 
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CURB.   CURB  is  an  acronym  for  Communities  United  for  a  Real 
Boston.  The  pivotal  points  of  this  organization  began  with  the 
decision  of  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs  in  June  of  this 
year.   Members  who  had  gathered  together  in  different  area?  — 
Charlestown;  West  End;  Roxbury;  the  Fenway  and  so  on  —  to  resist 
the  incursions  of  the  B.R.A.,  because  they  had  suffered  long  from 
this,  united  together  in  a  common  front.  They  were  encouraged, 
first  of  all,  by  the  decision  of  the  D.C.A.,  an  historic  decis- 
ion, I  may  say,  because  it  was  a  decision  of  accountability. 

All  of  these  areas  of  the  city  have  been  facing  the 
problem  which  can  be  summed  up  in  that  one  word — accountability, 
of  the  B.R.A.  And  the  decision  given  by  the  Commissioner  in 
June  of  this  past  year  was  of  supreme  importance  to  us. 

Up  to  that  time,  no  one  in  authority  had  been  able 
to  call  this  monster  to  accountability;  and  all  of  those  areas 
which  had  long  suffered  desolation  and  erasnization,  all  of 
these  areas  now  felt  that  they  could  come  to  the  Commissioner 
with  their  complaints  and  be  heard. 

I  think  it  is  also  important  in  this  public  meeting 
because,  in  the  decision  handed  down  by  the  State  Supreme  Judi- 
cial Court  in  connection  with  the  West  End  case,  we're  on  the 
focal  point  of  all  development  in  this  city.   It  is  quite  clear 
from  that  decision,  as  it  affected  us  in  the  West  End,  that 


after  plans  had  been  approved,  there's  little  hope  and  little 
likelihood  and  little  possibility  of  their  ever  being  changed 
again,  once  the  work  is  undertaken.  And  that's  why  it's  of 
supreme  importance  that,  in  this  hearing,  everything  which  has 
to  be  determined  should  be  determined  in  the  light  of  the  voices 
of  the  citizens,  the  interested  communities,  and  in  the  light  of 
those  who  wish  to  go  ahead  with  this  proposal.  And  for  this 
reason,  I  would  like  to  state  that  any  decision  and  any  documents 
which  have  been  given  in  confidence,  as  we  were  informed  yester- 
day that  Mr.  Zuckerman  had  given  certain  confidential  information, 
that  this  must  be  made  public.  And  I  would  like  to  make  that  as 
a  statement;  that  this  must  be  made  public,  because  no  secret 
agreement,  secretly  arrived  at,  can  determine  the  fate  of  a 
large  part  of  this  city. 

The  pivotal  date  for  us,  therefore,  was  June  9th. 
And  for  the  first  time  in  a  generation,  we  had  seen  the  efforts 
of  the  B.R.A.  rejected. 

Now,  we  feel,  therefore,  that  the  resubmission 
should  be  examined  critically,  carefully,  slowly,  and  that  the 
input  from  the  citizens  should  implement  the  judgment  of  the 
Commissioner,  as  I'm  sure  it  will,  and  yourself,  in  determining 
the  final  decision  in  this  matter. 

Now,  we  object  —  and  I'm  speaking  now  on  behalf  of 


CURB  and  other  members  from  the  different  associations  who  will 
be  heard  this  morning  on  this,  and  I'm  speaking  on  behalf  of  the 
West  End  Housing  Association,  and  I'm  speaking  in  large  part  in 
connection  with  our  own  parish  which  is  contiguous  to  this  whole 
operation  —  I  speak  to  say  that,  first  of  all,  the  resubmission 
makes  no  substantial  change  in  that  which  had  previously  been 
submitted  and  decided  on  by  June  7th  of  this  past  year.   It  makes 
no  substantial  difference  in  the  criterion  of  blight,  which  is 
pivotal  in  the  whole  thing. 

I  read  through  the  resubmission  two  nights  until 
2:00  o'clock  in  the  morning,'  to  make  sure  I  was  carefully 
acquainted  and  won't  just  talk  off  the  top  of  ray  head  but  talk 
with  an  intelligent  approach. 

I  see  no  different  criteria  offered.   I  see  graphs 
and  schema  offered  to  us  which  specify  buildings  in  terms  of 
built  before  a  certain  year,  but  as  we  heard  yesterday  in  the 
eloquent  and  brilliant  testimony  of  a  private  citizen,  that  the 
use  of  eminent  domain,  which  is  the  cruel  and  the  powerful  and 
last  instrument  to  be  used,  that  this  now  has  to  be  taken  into 
consideration  before  this  instrument  is  used,  the  environmental 
impact  of  this. 

We  are  in  a  whole  new  field,  and  to  say  simply  that 
by  the  process  of  eminent  domain  you  are  going  to  assemble  land 


and  you  are  not  going  to  understand  the  final  impact  as  to  act 
unwisely.   I  will  give  an  example. 

In  the  West  End  area,  everything  that  is  being  said 
now  on  behalf  of  Park  Plaza  was  said  then  for  a  different  purpose, 
but  ultimately  to  fulfill  the  same  goals,  to  assemble  land  for  a 
private  speculator  and  a  private  developer. 

In  that  time,  28  buildings  have  been  erected,  and  not 
one  single  building  has  been  erected  to  house  low  and  moderate 
income  people  that  were  uprooted  from  that  area.  At  that  parti- 
cular time,  seven  to  10,000  people  were  uprooted.   I  can  say  this 
at  least  in  the  light  of  Catholic  statistics  for  this  area;  and 
yet,  not  one  of  those  was  given  an  opportunity  to  come  back  into 
dwellings  that  were  commensurate  with  what  they  had  lived  in, 
commensurate  from  the  point  of  view  from  appearance,  commensur- 
ate from  the  point  of  view  of  their  part  in  the  community,  pos- 
sibly of  the  economic  level.  No  buildings,  nothing  has  been 
offered  to  them. 

I  have  been  in  touch  with  this  West  End  fight  with 
close  to  2,000  people.   I  have  had  names  and  addresses  from 
them;  I  have  had  desires  expressed  by  telephone,  by  letter,  by 
personal,  face-to-face  conversation  in  which  they  said  they 
would  come  back;  and  yet,  the  device  of  blight  was  used,  it  was 
used  deceitfully,  it  was  used  at  soma  times  facetiously,  it  was 


used  secretly,  but  it  was  all  tied  in  with  one  instrument  of 
eminent  domain. 

That  same  thing  is  now  being  submitted  again.  The 
mask  is  different;  we  are  in  a  different  part  of  the  city.  One 
of  the  things,  if  you  walk  through  the  West  End,  you  won't  see 
one  single  building  built  to  house  any  of  those  who  were  in  low 
or  middle  income  brackets  at  that  time.  No  one  has  come  back. 
And  I  think  we  have  got  to  keep  this  in  mind. 

We  are  speaking,  therefore,  of  the  fact  that  the 
same  tactics  should  be  used,   we  are  told  there  is  blight  in 
this  area.   I've  walked  thr6ugh  this  area  about  close  to  40  years. 
I  know  the  area  very  well.   I  have  no  doubt  that  there's  select- 
ive blight,  and  I 'm  quite  willing  to  accept  any  interpretation 
of  any  standard  to  com©  to  that  conclusion.   But,  I'm  absolutely 
certain  that  there's  not  such  massive  blight  in  this  area,  an 
area  commensurate  with  the  length  and  breadth  of  the  West  End, 
there  is  not  massive  blight  in  this  area  which  justifies  the  use 
of  this  instrument  of  eminent  domain  to  take  and  achieve  the 
purpose  of  land  .assembly  there. 

Secondly,  I  think  we  ought  to  look  very,  very  care- 
fully at  that  which  i3  set  forth  in  the  proposal  about  relocation. 
It's  an  interesting  thing  that  those  who  are  in  favor  of  this 
Park  Plaza  have  not  brought  forward  hare  a  whole  line  of  witnesses 


to  testify  to  the  success  of  relocation  in  previous  projects 
undertaken  by  the  B.R.A.  No  witnesses  have  come  up  here  and  said, 
I  have  been  successfully  and  profitably  and  humanly  relocated. 
They  have  handled  many  projects  in  the  submission  and  resubmis- 
sion made  to  your  Department?  they  speak  and  they  graph  out  how 
they  have  a  relocation  bureau  or  process  within  them;  and  yet, 
we  see  no  evidence.  No  one  has  come  forward  from  Charlestown  and 
said,  I  have  been  successfully  relocated.  And  I  will  tell  you, 
no  one  comes  forward  from  the  West  End  to  say.  We  have  been 
successfully  relocated.  No  one  has  come  forward  from  the  Fenway, 
which  is  presently  under  construction,  to  say.  We  have  been 
successfully  relocated.  No  one  has  come  forward  from  Roxbury  to 
say,  We  have  been  successfully  relocated. 

Therefore,  when,  in  a  submission,  they  give  you  a 
process  of  relocation,  you  must  ask  yourselves.  Is  this  a  mask 
or  is  this  a  reality?  And  I  hope  that  the  Commissioner  will 
examine  this  very,  very  carefully.  And  even  though  the  numbers 
may  be  few,  they  are  human  beings  who  have  titles  and  rights 
which  have  been  vindicated  in  every  court  in  this  Commonwealth. 

I  spoke  in  connection  with  the  West  End  project? 
that  people  had  their  titles  to  land,  to  property,  vindicated 
by  every  Court  in  Suffolk  County?  and  yet,  they  were  steamrol- 
lered over  by  the  instrument  of  eminent  domain  and,  when  we  came 
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to  the  time  of  relocation,  no  one  can  muster  a  succession  of  wit- 
nesses in  front  of  us  here  to  tell  us  that  this  has  been  unsuccess- 
ful.  It  hasn't.  We  know  that  it's  a  sad  story.  And  therefore, 
I  hope  the  Commissioner  will  keep  this  carefully  in  mind  when  he 
has  to  deal  with  this  problem  and  come  to  a  decision  and  hear  the 
voices  of  the  citizens;  and  if  there's  a  conspicuous  absence  of 
anyone  testifying  to  the  relocation  process  of  the  B.R.A.,  then 
this  should  be  a  pivotal  point  in  the  decision  made  by  the  Com- 
missioner. 

Thirdly,  we  ought  to  come  to  the  problem  of  the  fin- 
ancial statement  and  the  financial  underpinnings  of  this  opera- 
tion. This  is  not  the  heart  of  the  matter,  but  it's  of  primary 
importance  nonetheless. 

In  the  submission  that  was  made  prior  to  the  decision 
in  June,  and  in  the  resubmission  that  is  made  now  —  in  Noverber 
—  when  it  is  examined  very  carefully,  we  find  really  nothing  of 
substance . 

We  are  told,  according  to  the  papers,  that  this  is  a 
wonderful  private  operation,  there's  no  government  monies  involved, 
or,  at  least,  if  any  can  be  acquired,  and  in  the  moratorium,  cer- 
tainly, it  appears  there  isn't  going  to  be  any  for  a  long  time,  what 
efforts  may  be  made  may  bring  forward  some,  but  basically  it's  a 
purely  private  operation.  Now,  if  this  is  such  a  wonderful 
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thing,  we  ought  to  have  heard  here  in  this  public  hearing  from 
brokerage  houses,  banks,  investment  houses,  who  will  tell  us  how 
they  are  willing  to  put  up  this  $250,000,000.   We  have,  of  course, 
a  letter  of  intent,  but  anyone  who  has  been  in  the  business,  even 
as  an  amateur  —  and  I  claim  only  to  be  that  —  you  become  aware 
of  the  facts  about  how  little  a  letter  of  intent  commits  anyone. 
It's  merely  the  fact  that  a  person  is  interested  in  this,  that 
they  might  think  about  it,  that  if  they  are,  they're  going  to 
carefully  hedge  around  and  circumscribe  every  area  of  risk  so 
that,  in  the  long  run,  it's  the  people  who  will  bear  the  burden. 

This  should  be  arrived  at  very,  very  openly. 

We  had  a  situation  in  the  West  End  involving  the  last 
10.9  acres,  in  which  the  submission  made  to  HUD  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  parts  of  this  project  would  only  pay  back  IS  percent 

tax  return.   That's  from  the  document.   When  the  Assessor  of  the 

was  °^ 

City  of  Boston/asked  about  it,  he  said  he  didn't  know/any  agree- 
ment on  this;  when  the  Director  of  the  E.R.A.  was  asked  about  it, 
he  said,  "Well,  no,  that  wouldn't  be  so."  But  yet,  this  was  made 
an  official  submission  to  the  HUD  people,  generating  insurance 
for  that  particular  project. 

If  there  is  anything  like  this,  we  ought  to  know 
about  it  in  order  for  it  to  be  on  the  public  record  so  that 
those  who  oppose  the  project  will  know  the  whole  financial 
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underpinnings  of  this  situation. 

It's  only  fair  to  those  who  are  going  to  get  the 
greatest  assembly  of  land  next  to  the  West  End  in  Boston  who  are 
going  to  be  allowed  to  develop  this  as  private  developers,  who 
are  going  to  be  allowed  to  make  the  profit  out  of  this;  it's 
only  fair  that  all  of  the  rest  of  us,  who  pay  taxes  in  this  city, 
should  know  what  burden  we  are  to  assume,  and  if  this  is  not 
forthcoming  to  the  public,  then  somehow  or  other  those  of  us  who 
are  in  opposition  are  deceived  because  of  the  fact  that  we  have 
no  idea  what  the  exact  fundamental  financial  arrangement  is  on 
this.  How  substantive  is  it?   Is  it  merely  promises? 

There  i3  an  old  Irish  expression  about  Live  horse 
and  you'll  get  grass.  We  found  that  expression  fiddle  so  often 
in  terms  of  B.R.A.  projects,  and  I  think  we  ought  to  ask  our- 
selves, Is  this  another  one?  Are  we  going  to  be  told:   Live 
horse  and  you'll  get  grass? 

I  don't  want  to  make  this  statement  overly  long, 
because  I'm  conscious  of  the  length  of  statements  that  were  made 
yesterday,  some  of  them  very,  very  profitable,  but  I'm  also  con- 
scious of  the  fact  there  are  others  who  have  to  be  heard  and 
there  are  many  other  elements  of  our  own  group,  CURB,  who  want 
to  be  heard  this  morning.   I'm  making  this  statement  on  behalf, 
basically,  of  all  of  them  to  explain  the  acronym  which  we  are 
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using,  and  it  involves  all  of  the  areas  that  have  been  affected 
by  B.R.A.  operations. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  conclude  by  saying  this: 
Insofar  as  we  are  concerned,  we  are  the  citizens  of  this  city. 
We  heard  the  Historical  Society  yesterday,  and  I  heard  the  tes- 
timony tell  us  of  their  interest  in  selective  preservation.   We 
understand  why,  as  a  particular  society,  they  might  be  interested 
in  selective  preservation.  What  we  are  interested  in,  all  of 
these  communities  involved,  is  not  so  much  the  preservation  of 
buildings,  although  we'd  like  to  have  them,  it's  the  preserva~ 
tion  of  businesses  which  keep  money  in  the  city,  it's  the  pres- 
ervation of  the  right  to  titles  of  property  which  are  important 
for  our  citizens,  and  it's  the  preservation  of  homes  of  people, 
whether  they're  few  or  whether  they're  many. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to 
testify,  and  I  want  to  put  myself  on  record  as  a  private  citizen, 
as  the  president  of  the  West  End  Housing  Association,  and  as  one 
of  the  components  —  one  of  the  members  —  of  CURB  as  being 
completely  and  unalterably  opposed  to  this  particular  submission 
or  resubmission  by  Park  Plaza.   First  of  all,  against  phase  one? 
but,  even  raoreso,  against  phase  two,  where  less  has  been  offered 
from  the  point  of  view  of  determination  of  blight,  from  the 
point  of  view  of  property,  from  the  point  of  view  of  financial 
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accountability,  from  the  point  of  viev;  of  relocation.  On  phase 
two  in  that  resubmission,  scarcely  anything  has  been  offered 
which  intelligent  men  would  use  to  make  a  final  decision.   I 
thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Father  Bucke  from  the  West  End  has  just 
testified  and,  before  he  leaves,  if  there  are  any  questions  that 
you  might  want  to  ask,  which  he  may  want  to  answer,  I'll  enter- 
tain these  at  this  point,  as  we  have  been  doing  throughout  this 
hearing.   Do  you  have  a  question,  young  lady?  State  your  name, 
please. 

MS.  MIGUEL  GOMES -IBANES :   I  am  unclear  on  what  CURB 
means.  Father. 

FATHER  BUCKE:   CURB  is  Communities  United  for  the 
Real  Boston,  and  it '3  made  up  of  the  waterfront  area,  Charles- 
town  area,  afflicted. . .1  will  use  the  word  advisedly. . .by  B.R.A., 
the  West  End,  the  Roxbury  area,  over-the-hill  land  assembly  in 
the  Roxbury  area,  the  land-use  assembly,  the  Dorchester  tenants' 
group,  the  Fenway  group,  the  Fenway  interagency,  the  Allston 
civic  group,  the  Allston  community  group— it  involves  all  of 
those  areas  in  Boston  that  have  been  touched  by  this  octopus  of 
B.R.A. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Any  other  questions? 

MR.  DONALD  GROW:   Father,  you  said  there  is  no 
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relocation  plan? 

FATHER  BUCKE:   No,  I  didn't  say  that.   I  said  that 
there  is  set  forth  in  the  resubmission  of  the  B.R.A.,  in  the 
text,  and  I  looked  at  it  very  carefully,  set  forth  there  an 
instrument  of  relocation  or  a  process  of  relocation.   I  said,  we 
ought  to  ask  ourselves  if  this  is  a  mask  or  if  this  is  a  reality. 
And,  if  this  is  a  reality,  then  the  most  effective  way  of  proving 
it  is  to  parade  the  people  from  the  West  End,  who  have  been  relo- 
cated —  that  was  15  years  ago  —  parade  the  people  from  the 
Fenway,  who  have  been  relocated,  parade  the  people  from  the 
harbor,  who  have  been  relocated,  parade  the  people  from  Charles- 
town. 

I  have  noticed  a  conspicuous  absence  of  these  people, 
and  I  asked  the  Commissioner  to  look  very  carefully  at  this 
facade  of  relocation,  to  put  it  up  before  him  and  ask  himself. 
Where  are  the  witnesses  to  underpin  this  and  say  it's  a  real  on- 
going, effective  operation  in  the  B.R.A. 

MR.  GROW:   I  have  a  business  in  the  area  and  I  have 
yet  to  be  approached  by  anyone  concerning  relocation.  This 
project  has  been  talked  about  for  several  days  now,  and  I  can't 
see  any  relocation  plan  at  all. 

FATHER  BUCKE:   I  think,  as  I  said,  I  don't  say  there 
isn't  a  relocation  plan.   I  want  to  be  very  clear.   I  don't  say 
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there  isn't.   All  I'm  saying  is  that  they  have  presented  their 
resubmission  as  a  tremendously  effective  instrument  to  accomplish 
their  purpose.   I,  first  of  all,  disagree;  and  secondly,  I  demand 
proof  from  them,  and  we  have  had  no  proof.  And  you  are  the  first 
voice  here  this  morning  that  brings  out  the  fact  it  isn't  an 
operative  principle  and  operative  instrument. 

MR.  MORRIS:  You  asked  a  question  of  the  witness. 
What  is  your  name? 

MR.  GROW:   Donald  Grow. 

MR.  MORRIS:  You  state  you  have  a  business.  What 
business? 

MR.  GROW:  A  restaurant.   English  Tutor  Restaurant 
in  Park  Square. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Thank  you.   The  gentleman  in  the  back. 

MR.  PETER  THOMSON:   Father  Bucke,  how  many  people 
does  CURB  represent,  approximately?   Do  you  have  any  idea  in 
total  numbers? 

FATHER  BUCKE:   I  can  speak  specifically  for  the  West 
End,  in  terms  of  our  own  housing  association  —  West  End  Housing 
Association  —  which  would  be  approximately,  from  the  point  of 
view  of  interest,  several  hundred  people.   I  can  speak  from 
correspondence  with  about  2,000  people  who  have  been  taken  out 
of  the  West  End  and  with  whom  I  have  had  correspondence  for  the 
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last  two  and  a  half  year 3. 

Now,  I  wouldn't  say  that  I'm  giving  unanimous  testi- 
mony for  them,  but  I  would  say  that  I 'm  giving  a  major  proportion 
of  their  sentiments  when  I  testify  for  them.   On  behalf  of  the 
other  groups,  I  was  asked  to  make  a  statement  for  the  over-the- 
hill  group  within  that  complex  of  CURB,  and  I  was  asked  to  make 
a  statement  for  another  Roxbury  group.   There  will,  however,  be 
others  who  will  be  here  thisnorning  who  will  speak  as  components 
of  that  whole  CURB,  and  they  can  give  more  accurately  their  fig- 
ures.  I  would  say  I  was  speaking  for  a  couple  of  thousand  people, 

MR.  MORRIS:  Thank  you.   Any  other  questions?  Thank 
you  very  much  for  your  testimony,  Father  Bucke.   I  am  sure  the 
Commissioner  will  take  it  under  advisement. 

Now,  I  have  a  note  here  that  says  there  is  a  gentle- 
man here  who  is  not  against  the  project,  but  who  wants  to  make  a 
statement  on  behalf  of  the  project.   And  in  accordance  with  my 
flexible  rules,  at  this  time,  there's  a  Mr.  Cleary  here  and  he 
will  be  heard  by  the  Commissioner.   State  your  name,  sir. 

WILLIAM  CLEARY 

Secretary-Treasurer  &  General  Agent 
Boston  Building  Trades 

MR.  CLEARY:  Mr.  Chairman,  gentlemen,  I  want  to  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  talk.  I  will  have  a  very  brief  state- 
ment here  in  support  of  our  Park  Plaza. 
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We,  meaning  we  of  the  Boston  Building  Trades,  support 
the  Park  Plaza  and  urge  its  approval,  because  Park  Plaza  is 
essential  for  continuous  economic  expansion  in  Boston.   In  every 
city  that  has  been  benefited  from  urban  renewal,  if  ever  one,  it 
is  Boston.   In  the  1950s,  Boston  was  in  a  bad  state  of  decline. 
Today,  it  is  a  city  that  is  poised  on  the  edge  of  a  great  decade 
of  development.  A  key  to  this  future  development  is  Park  Plaza. 

The  jobs  involved  in  this  project,  and  the  taxes 
that  will  come  to  the  city  from  this  redeveloped  area,  are  direct 
benefits  of  Park  Plaza.   More  important.  Park  Plaza  will  be  a 
project  that  shows  Boston  as  the  means  and  know-how  to  continue 
renewal  downtown,  even  though  the  federal  government  is  cutting 
back  on  our  renewal  funds. 

Now,  it's  no  secret  that  the  Boston  Building  Trades 
has  a  great  interest  in  the  Park  Plaza  involvement.  A  number  of 
construction  jobs  included  in  the  building  of  this  project  will 
be  done  by  the  Boston  Building  Trades.  We  are  also  interested 
in  the  labor  that  will  be  involved  after  the  completion  of  the 
Park  Plaza  project.  There  will  be  many  jobs  that  will  be  forth- 
coming in  this  area  after  the  completion  of  the  work. 

In  the  past  decade,  family  incomes  have  risen  by 
one-quarter  in  Boston.  The  economy  of  the  city  has  virtually 
doubled  in  the  past  ten  years.   Why?  Because  of  the  ambitious 
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urban  renewal  program  having  been  instrumental  in  saving  the  city. 
In  the  process,  many  of  our  members  of  our  union  have  made  econ- 
omic progress,  but  the  developing  boom  of  the  past  decade  will 
come  to  a  complete  stop  without  the  Park  Plaza-type  project,  the 
projects  that  were  undertaken  by  private  interests. 

I *m  sure  that  many  of  you  realize  that  developers 
are  waiting  to  see  how  Park  Plaza  is  received  here  before  they 
contemplate  investing  in  the  future  of  Boston.  At  this  time,  we 
have  approximately  20,000  members  of  the  building  trades  in 
Massachusetts  out  of  work  or  who  face  unemployment.  This  parti- 
cular year  has  been  the  worst  year  for  unemployment  in  the  build- 
ing industry,  in  the  building  construction  industry,  in  the  past 
12  years.   Park  Plaza  will  help  to  give  many  of  these  men  jobs 
in  the  near  future.  More  important,  the  impact  of  the  project 
is  such  that  it  can  insure  even  more  jobs  in  the  distant  future. 

With  that,  I  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  in 
favor  of  the  Park  Plaza  project,  Mr.  Chairman. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Mr.  Cleary,  you  stated  you  represented 
what  organization? 

MR.  CLEARY:  The  Boston  Building  Trades.  This  con- 
sists of  18  building  trades  in  the  Greater  Boston  area. 

MR.  MORRIS:  What  is  your  direct  position  in  it? 

MR.  CLEARY:   I  am  the  Secretary-Treasurer  and  General 


2.0 


Agent  of  the  Boston  Building  Trades. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  wish  that  statement  as  it  is  on 
the  record  or  do  you  wish  to  submit  it? 

MR.  CLEARY:  No?  as  it  is. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Any  questions  of  this  gentleman  here? 
What  is  your  name? 

MR.  DONALD  GROW:  When  you  start  a  project  of  this 
magnitude,  do  you  build  several  buildings  at  one  time  or  do  you 
build  one  building  at  one  time? 

MR.  CLEARY:   Well,  again,  you  are  getting  into  the 
contractual  part  of  this,  which  I  am  a  union  representative  of; 
but,  from  my  experience,  now,  they  will  go  in  —  this  is  directly 
up  to  the  developer;  you  know  —  they  will  go  in  and  normally 
clear  a  site  and  go  up  with  one  building.  Now,  they  could  pos- 
sibly go  up  with  three  or  four.  Again,  this  is  up  to  the 
developer. 

MR.  GROW:  What  usually  does  happen?  What  has  hap- 
pened in  the  past? 

MR.  CLEARY:   They  will  clear  the  site... 

MR.  GR0V7:   They  usually  go  with  one  building,  you  say? 

MR.  CLEARY:   ...clear  the  site  for  a  building,  build 
this  building.  There  are  possibly  two  or  three  involved. 

MR.  GROW:   When  you  put  up  a  building,  usually,  in 
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Boston  anyway,  because  of  the  water  level  and  everything,  you 
have  to  put  in  these  pilings;  is  that  right? 

MR.  CLEARY:  That  is  correct. 

MR.  GROW:  How  many  men  does  it  take  to  put  in  pil- 
ings, say,  for  one  building — five  men,  ten  men,  fifty  men? 

MR.  CLEARY:   It  all  depends  how  big  the  building  is, 
how  far  they  have  to  go  down.   Most  of  this  is  filled  land,  and 
I'm  quite  sure  they  have  to  go  down  to  bedrock.  Again,  you  are 
getting  into  the  construction  as  such,  the  engineering  features 
of  this  expertise. 

MR.  GROW:  The  6nly  point  I  am  trying  to  get,  it's 
to  my  way  of  thinking,  and  knowing  how  different  buildings  have 
been  built  in  the  Boston  area,  through  experience  seeing  these 
buildings  go  up,  I  can  testify  to  the  fact  that  very  seldom  is 
there  a  crew  larger  than  20  men  at  any  one  given  time. 

MR.  CLEARY:  On  a  building? 

MR.  GROW:  On  a  building;  right.  They  start  with 
the  pilings,  concrete... 

MR.  MORRIS:  Now,  I  don't  want  to  limit  your  right 
of  speech  at  a  public  hearing,  but  this  is  not  a  construction 
course.   I  was  going  to  entertain  from  you  a  direct  question  on 
what  he  did  testify  from  his  representative  capacity  involving, 
as  he  stated,  being  a  union  official.   I  don't  think  the  dialogue 
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is  really  appropriate  on  construction  techniques  and  methods.   I 
will  give  you  the  right  to  make  your  own  independent  statement, 
if  you  want  to  take  the  stand  later,  as  to  what  you  bel ieve  would 
be  the  case  in  Park  Plaza  involving  construction.   So,  if  you 
have  an  additional  question  for  the  gentleman  on  his  testimony,  I 
will  entertain  it.  Mr.  Mahoney. 

MR.  CHARLES  F.  MAHONEY:   Mr.  Cleary,  I  wonder  if  I 
could  ask  you  to  perhaps  clarify  for  the  record  the  nature  of  the 
position  of  the  Building  Council,  and  I  would  like  to  do  so  by 
asking  you  several  questions,  if  I  may,  and  if  I  don't  make  thera 
clear,  just  tell  me  and  I  will  try  again. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Again,  I  will  ask  you  if  you  will... 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Mr.  Morris,  sir,  I  will  direct  thera 
through  you  to  the  witness. 

MR.  MORRIS:   In  all  fairness. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   My  first  question  to  you,  sir  is:   Is 
it  the  position  of  the  Council  that  they  favor  Park  Plaza  primar- 
ily because  they  see  this  as  an  opportunity  for  significant  new 
construction  employment? 

MR.  CLEARY:  Well,  Mr.  Mahoney,  it  would  be  naive 
for  me  to  get  up  here  and  say  this  wasn't  possibly  the  prime 
interest.  My  interest  is  in  the  construction  Industry.  This  is 
what  I  am  ahead  of;  this  is  what  I  lead. 
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MR.  MAHONEY:   I  understand  that.   My  second  question 
to  you,  sir,  through  the  Chair  —  Mr.  Morris  —  is:  Whether  or 
not,  if  you  were  to  be  told  by  this  Department,  as  a  result  of 
its  study  and  finding,  that  there  were  serious  legal  and  consti- 
tutional impediments  to  this  plan,  would  that  make  a  difference 
in  the  position  taken  by  the  Council?  Let  me  restate  that  to 
make  the  sense  of  my  question  clear.  My  question  is:  That,  in 
short,  while  you  understandably,  and  it's  your  role  to  seek  gain- 
ful employment  for  your  members,  you  would  not,  I  assume,  favor 
a  project  that  was  illegal  or  unconstitutional  or  that  deprived 
people  of  their  lawful  rights.   Is  that  a  fair  statement  of  your 
position  as  well? 

MR.  CLEARY:  That's  a  fair  statement,  naturally. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Naturally.  And  have  you  had  an  oppor- 
tunity —  aid  when  I  say  'you,*  I  don't  necessarily  mean  you  per- 
sonally, but  the  Council  —  have  you  had  an  opportunity  through 
your  attorneys  and  others  to  study  the  details  of  the  resubmis- 
sion that's  before  this  agency,  all  of  the  documents,  the  Letter 
of  Intent,  urban  renewal  plan,  the  financial  feasibility  mater- 
ials, the  relocation  materials,  and  all  the  like? 

MR.  CLEARY:  You  now  get  into  the  expertise  of  me 
again.  Now,  not  only  am  I  the  construction  expert,  the  legal 
ramifications,  and  all  of  this,  and  I  haven't  got  this  expertise. 
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MR.  MAHONEY:   Of  course.   Have  you  had  counsel,  that 
is,  your  attorney  for  the  Boston  Building  Council,  have  you  had 
o  ccasion  to  have  them  examine  the  documents  that  have  been  submit- 
ted to  the  Department? 

MR.  CLEARY:  Yes,  we  have. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  You  have. 

MR.  CLEARY:   We  have. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   And  what  is  the  name  of  that  counsel? 

MR.  CLEARY:  Judge  Feeney.   Mr.  Joseph  Feeney  of 
Feeney  &  Free ley. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Would  you  be  willing  to  ask  him:  to 
appear  before  the  Department  during  the  course  of  this  public 
hearing  to  clarify  the  position  of  the  Council  with  reference  to 
some  of  the  legal  problems  that  are  being  raised  by  the  taxpay- 
ers and  persons  who  are  affected? 

MR.  MORRIS:   Question.   Is  that  within  his  right,  or 
are  you  merely  asking  him  a  question?  You  are  asking  him... 

MR.  MAHONEY:   If  he  would  be  willing  to  have  him  here. 
I  realize  Mr.  Cleary  is  not  a  lawyer.  He  has  made  that  perfectly 
clear,  and  he  has  referred  to  the  fact  that  the  person  who  does 
that  is  Judge  Feeney.  My  question  is,  would  they  be  willing  to 
ask  him  to  come  to  this  hearing. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Well,  it  is  appropriate,  if  you  want  to 
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answer  it.   I  don't  think  you  are  under  any  obligation,  Mr.  Cleary, 

MR.  CLEARY:  Again,  I  would  have  to  see  counsel  on  it. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   May  I  also  ask  you,  then,  one  other 
question,  if  I  may.   Would  you  state  for  the  record  what  your 
understanding  is  of  the  present  tax  yield  from  the  project,  the 
areas  within  the  project? 

MR.  CLEARY:   What  is  the  present  tax  yield? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   What  the  tax  yield  is.   If  you  know. 

MR.  CLEARY:   NO,  I  don't. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Do  you  know  what  the  assessment  is? 

MR.  CLEARY:   The'  assessed  valuation  of  the  present 
property,  no,  I  don't. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Do  you  know  what  the  projected  tax 
income  that  has  been  stated  by  the  Authority  and  the  City  Asses- 
sor will  be  from  this  project? 

MR.  CLEARY:   I  haven't  got  my  notes  with  me  and  I  am 
at  a  disadvantage,  as  far  as  I'm  concerned.   I  heard  somewhere 
in  the  $6,000,000  range.  This  is  off  the  top  of  my  head;  I 
haven't  anything  to  refer  to. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Surely.   They  testified,  Mr.  Cleary, 
if  this  will  assist  you,  at  the  prior  hearing  and  at  this  hear- 
ing, it's  what  we  call  phase  one,  that  is,  the  area  in  the  Park 
Square  area  of  this  project,  that  the  yield  would  be  $4.5,000,000. 
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Do  you  recall  reading  that?  You  do? 

MR.  CLEARYt  Again,  I  haven't  got  these  figures. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Have  you  examined  as  to  what  that 
represents  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  taxes  that  the  owners  of 
this  project  would  be  paying? 

MR.  CLEARY:  You  know,  Mr.  Mahoney,  I've  got  no  ideas 
of  these  figures,  facts  and  figures  that  you  are  going  into,  and 
certainly  you  are  expertise  in  your  line,  and  I  think,  if  you 
were  up  here,  I  could  get  you  in  the  construction. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I'm  not  trying  to  do  that,  Mr.  Cleary. 

MR.  CLEARY:   It's  quite  obvious  I  haven't  got  these 
figures  at  hand. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   What  you  stated,  Mr.  Cleary,  if  I 
understood  you,  however,  was  that  there  were  two  primary  reasons 
for  the  Council's  support. 

MR.  CLEARY:   Right. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  One  was,  understandably,  trying  to 
Obtain  employment  for  its  members. 

MR.  CLEARY:  Correct. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  And  its  primary  reason,  as  I  understood 
you. 

MR.  CLEARY:   Right. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  The  second  reason  was  that  you  said 
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you  thought  it  would  confer  a  great  tax  benefit  from  the  project 
upon  the  city. 

MR.  CLEARY:  That  was  a  possibility,  one  of  them;  and 
another  one  was  the  continued  employment  of  people. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Thereafter. 

MR.  CLEARY i      Yes. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Now,  Mr.  Cleary,  my  question  with  ref- 
erence to  the  taxes  is  simply  that,  if  you  were  to  learn  through 
a  study  of  this  that  the  project  will  be  paying  taxes  represent- 
ing about  nine  to  ten  percent  of  its  income,  and  as  a  project  of 
two  hundred  and  sixty-odd  million  dollars  in  construction  costs 
would  be  assessed  at  least  $25,000,000,  how  would  you,  as  a  tax- 
payer, feel  about  that  tax  deal? 

MR.  CLEARY:   I  don't  know.   Again,  I'd  have  to  sit 
down  and  look  these  over  and  find  some  figures. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  have  no  further  questions. 

MR.  MORRIS:  All  right.   Father  Bucke. 

FATHER  BUCKE:  Mr.  Cleary,  you  are  supporting  in 
behalf  of  your  organization  Park  Plaza. 

MR.  CLEARY:   Correct,  Father. 

FATHER  BUCKE:   I  believe  that  you  have  examined  care- 
fully the  resubmission,  or  your  counsel  has  examined  carefully 
the  resubmission.   Do  you  support  the  process  of  relocation  as 
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it  has  been  demonstrated  in  the  past  in  this  city  and  as  it  will 
be  carried  out  in  terms  of  Park  Plaza? 

MR.  CLEARY:   Father /  let  me  go  to  this  extent.   And 
I  listened  to  what  you  were  saying  up  here  very  diligently.   You 
were  talking  primarily,  amongst  other  things,  the  West  End 
development.  The  West  End  development  was  primarily  residential. 
I  think  we  realize  that,  when  this  West  End  was  taken  down. 

FATHER  BUCKE:   Yes. 

MR.  CLEARY:  From  all  I  can  ascertain  of  what  has 
happened  to  these  people,  the  relocation  was  not  there.   You  know. 
Undoubtedly  some  of  them  were  relocated.   Like  you  say,  no  one 
is  up  here,  but  undoubtedly  some  of  them  were. 

FATHER  BUCKE:   Yes. 

MR.  CLEARY:   Primarily,  and  you  know,  you  have  been 
on  the  scene  much  longer  than  I  have,  and  you  know  that  possibly 
it  wasn't.  Yes,  I  think,  today,  that  there  should  be  a  reloca- 
tion value.   I  think  that  this  gentleman  here  that  has  got  a 
business  in  the  Park  square  area,  and  he  says  he  hasn't  even  been 
approached  on  the  deal,  it's  incumbent  upon  the  B.R.A.  to  be 
down  there,  but  it's  also  theirs  to  say  what,  exactly,  is  their 
relocation  plan,  if  they  have  got  a  relocation  plan.   If  I  was 
to  study  every  facet  of  this,  I  would  be  as  expertise  as  you  are, 
Father,  but  I  am  not,  I  can  assure  you. 


29 


FATHER  BUCKE:  The  reason  I  asked  that  question  is 
Mr.  Kenney,  on  a  TV  program  the  other  night,  mentioned  the  fact 
that  there • s  an  apparatus  for  the  relocation  and  the  payment  of 
inconvenience  and  the  stress  to  the  people,  to  families  and  so 
on,  but  there  is  no  such  thing  for  businesses  from  the  point  of 
view  of  the  government;  the  government  does  not  make  provision 
for  the  hardships  and  the  inconveniences  and  so  on  for  businesses. 
As  yet.  He  had  hoped  they  would. 

MR.  CLEARY:   So  be  it  to  Mr.  Kenney. 

FATHER  BUCKE:  What  I  would  like  to  know  is,  support- 
ing this  project,  do  you  see  the  relocation  area  of  this  submis- 
sion as  taking  care  reasonably  and  justly  all  of  the  businesses 
which  will  be  dislocated  in  this  area?  And  the  unemployment 
which  will  coma  to  union  men?   I  happen  to  be  a  union  man  myself, 
retail  clerk  in  the  National  Protective  Association,  paid-up 
membership. 

MR.  CLEARY s  wonderful.  Father. 

FATHER  BUCKE s   I  believe  in  your  union.   But,  I 
wanted  to  make  it  very  clear,  also,  that  I'm  just  wondering  if 
you  have  understood  the  hardship  that  is  going  to  be  inflicted 
on  business,  according  to  the  submission  made,  by  the  Park  Plaza 
developers,  working  in  conjunction  with  the  B.R.A.,  that  there 
appears  to  be  no  adequate  means  or  instrument  or  institution  by 
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which  there  will  be  adequate  compensation. 

MR.  CLEARYs  Of  relocation;  you  know.   But,  again, 
what  I'd  like  to  answer  you,  Father,  I  think,  you  are  quite  cog- 
nizant of  'render  unto  Caesar,  that  to  Caesar, '  and  that's  Bob 
Kenney's,  this  relocation  bit — not  I,  believe  me. 

MR.  MORRIS?  The  gentleman  in  the  back  has  a  question. 
State  your  name. 

MR.  GEORGE  RILEY:   I 'ra  a  business  agent  for  the  sheet- 
metal  workers,  and  I  won't  put  it  in  the  form  of  a  question,  but 
I  think  there  is  a  misunderstanding  here  as  far  as  the  position 
of  the  building  trades,  and  'I'm  quite  sure  Bill  will  agx'ee  when 
I  make  the  statement  we're  fairminded,  we 'are  intelligent  people. 
Vie  don't  believe  the  Park  Plaza  project  should  go  forward  -—  and 
this  gentleman  here  from  Park  square,  and  I'm  quite  sure  there's 
several  others  that  are  here  —  we  don't  feel  the  Park  Plaza 
should  go  forward  and  everything  else  be  wiped  out  of  their  way. 
V7e  are  fairminded  people.  We  think  it  should  be  done  in  a  proper 
manner,  but  we  think  Park  Plaza  is  good  for  the  city,  but  having 
everything  in  its  proper  place. 

Ye3,  you  people  should  be  taken  care  of  in  a  proper 
and  decent  manner,  and  I  thin);  Bill  will  agree  that  is  the  way 
the  building  trades  feel  about  it.   But,  namely,  we  are  namely 
here  to  work  for  our  people,  and  I  don't  think  there  is  anything 
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wrong  with  that.   But,  we  are  not  of  the  intention  that  people 
should  be  bulldozed  aside.  We  don't  agree  with  this  out  of  taxes 
at  all.  we  think  it  should  be  done  in  a  fairrainded  and  intelli- 
gent way. 

MR.  CHARLES  MAHONEY:  Again,  Mr.  Cleary,  you  have 
heard  the  prior  statements  of  your  colleague. 

MR.  CLEARY:   Yes. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Is  that  a  fair  representation  of  your... 

MR.  CLEARY:   It  certainly  is  a  fair  representation. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  So,  would  it  be  fair  to  say,  for  the 
record,  because  I'm  sure  you  realise  that  your  testimony  and  the 
group  you  represent  is  an  extremely  weighty  and  important  testi- 
mony to  be  taken  into  account,  would  it  be  fair  to  say,  then, 
that  your  endorsement  is  not  based  upon  a  detailed  study  and 
endorsement  of  the  relocation  plan  or  urban  renewal  plan  or  the 
tax  implications,  but,  really,  as  it  was  stated  by  your  colleague, 
upon  a  desire  for  this  kind  of  a  project  that  will  give  sub- 
stantial new  employment  to  your  membership.   Is  that  a  fair 
statement  in  the  sense  of  your  position? 

MR.  CLEARY:  No;  to  the  contrary.  Not  necessarily  so. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Then  you  are  endorsing  the  relocation 
plan  as  submitted? 

MR.  CLEARY:  No;  on  the  contrary.   I  am  not  endorsing. 
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MR.  MAHONEY:  You  are  endorsing  the  financial  plan  as 
submitted? 

MR.  MORRIS:  Just  a  minute,  now.  Within  reason,  what 
the  witness  has  testified,  and  if  there  is  a  question  about  what 
he  said,  we  can  refer  back  to  the  record  on  it,  the  line  of  ques- 
tioning, Mr.  Mahoney,  I  think,  can  be  more  reasonably  directed  to 
Mr.  Cleary,  rather  than  making  the  statements  for  him,  I  mean, 
leading  the  witness. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  will  you  restate  your  position  with 
reference  to  the  relocation? 

MR.  CLEARY:   I  think  I  have  stated  ray  position. 

MR.  MORRIS:  The  witness  can  do  that,  or  we  can  refer 
to  the  record. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Mr.  Morris,  his  testimony  now  is  in 
conflict.   His  earlier  testimony  was  that  he  endorsed  it, 
endorsed  the  Park  Plasa  Plan,  as  I  understand  it,  and  set  forth 
three  primary  reasons — (1)  obtaining  employment  for  his  member- 
ship through  construction,*  the  second  reason  was  for  tax  benefit; 
the  third  reason  was  for  subsequent  employment  opportunities  that 
might  be  derived  from  the  project.  That  is  what  I  understood  his 
testimony  to  be. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Mr.  Mahoney,  I  think,  within  reason,  the 
witness  has  testified,  identified  himself,  he's  been  subjected  to 
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reasonable  examination  by  yourself  previously.  I  believe  that 
further  restatements  at  this  point,  without  counsel  on  his  part,  ha 
does  represent  a  large  segment  of  the  labor  organization,  would 
not  be  reasonable  at  this  time,  unless  he  wishes  to  subject  him- 
self to  further  examination.   It's  up  to  you,  Mr.  Cleary.  The 
Commissioner  and  I  will  sit  and  listen  to  it. 

MR.  CLEARY:   No. 

MR.  MORRIS:   If  you  wish,  we  can  have  Mr.  Mahoney 
continue  to  rephrase  his  questions  so  that  you  will  be  either 
capable  of  answering  them  or  you  can  restate  your  own  position 
for  the  record,  if  you  feel  that  there's  some  doubt  now  in  the 
public's  mind,  at  this  public  hearing,  as  to  what  your  position  is. 

MR.  CLEARY:  My  position,  I  feel,  has  been  stated. 
It  is  on  record.  And  that  is  ray  position  as  such. 

MR.  MORRIS:  I  want  to  thank  you  very  much  for  ycur 
testimony. 

MR.  CLEARY:   Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:  You  had  a  question,  Father? 

REV.  ROBERT  CASE:   I  imagine  a  lot  of  the  workers 
that  you  represent  are  residents  of  Boston. 

MR.  CLEARY:   That  is  correct. 

FATHER  CASE:  About  what  percentage  would  you  say? 

MR.  CLEARY:   This  is  going  to  be  a  ballpark  figure. 
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really.  Probably  in  the  vicinity  of,  oh,  60,  65  percent. 

FATHER  CASE:   So,  they  probably  have  families  living 
in  the  City  of  Boston;  they  probably  have  problems  about,  you 
know,  how  their  families  get  along,  education-wise,  and  a  number 
of  different  problems  about,  say,  aging  parents,  where  they're 
going  to  live,  and  such  types  of  things  as  that? 

MR.  CLEARY s  We're  not  unique  in  any  stretch  of  the 
imagination.  We  have  the  same  problems  as  everyone  else  has. 

FATHER  CASE:   Right. 

MR.  CLEARY:  The  same?  identical. 

FATHER  CASE:   Right.   I  think  it's  one  of  the  worst 
things  that  unscrupulous  people  can  do,  is  to  turn  working  people 
against  each  other  and,  maybe,  against  themselves  in  ways  that  we 
have  seen  in  recent  history.   I  am  just  wondering  whether  or  not, 
if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  construction  of  Park  Plaza  was 
against  the  interests  of  the  families  and  particularly  the  hous- 
ing and  education  needs  of  the  families  of  the  workers  where 
they're  living  now,  and  against  the  interests  of  a  vast  majority 
of  the  residents  of  Boston,  whether  or  not  that  would  really  be 
an  important  factor  in  having  the  building  trades  reject  Park 
Plaza  as  something  they  would  want  to  endorse. 

MR.  CLEARY:   I  think,  if  anything,  it  was  proven  it 
was  against  the  people,  or  any  illegal  acts  are  involved  here  or 
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anything  else,  we  are  not  condoning  anything  like  this,  by  any 
way,  means,  or  manner.   I  moan,  we  are  not  going  to  work  off  of 
the  sacrifices  of  someone  else,  as  George  says,  the  bulldozer. 

FATHER  CASE j   Right.   It  seems  to  me  part  of  your 
testimony  was  that  your  building  trade  cannot,  in  effect,  endorse 
the  content  of  the  Park  Plaza,  both  in  its  taxation  structure  and 
in  the  ultimate  effects  it  will  have  on  the  City  of  Boston.   It 
seems  to  me  you  hedged  quite  a  lot  about  that,  and  I  think 
rightly  so,  because  of  your  particular  work. 

MR.  CLEARYj  Yes.  And  I  don't  hedge.  You  know,  I 
hedge  in  psychology  or  any  other  thing  that  was  put  up  here  I 
don't  know  anything  about  or  that  I  am  not  expertise  in.  I  will 
talk  about  what  I  claim  or  I  hop®  to  be  somewhat  knowledgeable 
of,  but  something  I'm  not  criteria  of,  I  am  not  going  to  speak  on. 

FATHER  CASE:  Right.  So,  I  would  have  to  draw  the 
conclusion  on  this  that,  in  effect,  if  the  building  trade  is  not 
endorsing  Park  Plaza  in  any  way,  shape,  or  manner,  as  far  as  its 
content  or  effect  it  will  have  on  the  city,  but  that,  in  effect, 
the  primary  interest  here  is  employment  for  workers.  Again,  I'm 
not  claiming  that  at  all.  I  think  that  it  is  absolutely  funda- 
mental, that  employment  be  for  working  folks. 

MR.  CLEARYs   If  it  is  to  the  betterment  of  the  city, 
if  it's  progress,  as  I  stated  here,  eventually  what  is  good  for 
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the  city  is  for  the  good  of  labor  people. 

FATHER  CASE:   Right.   But  that  question  is  an  open 
question  at  this  point. 

MR.  CLEARY:   Yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Are  you  satisfied  with  the  gentleman's 
response? 

FATHER  CASE:  Very  much?  he's  been  very  helpful. 
MR.  MORRIS:  All  right;  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Cleary, 
Now,  when  Father  Bucke  was  testifying  —  we  heard  his  testimony  — 
he  mentioned  that  there  were  other  parties  of  that  group  or  groups 
which  he  was  speaking  for  who  might  want  to  testify,  will  those 
persons  come  forward,  person  or  persons.  How  many  persons  do  we 
have?  Well,  we'll  have  the  lady  testify  first,  if  you  don't  mind. 
Please  state  your  name. 

SISTER  ROSARIA  SALERNO 
Fenway  Center  for  Campus  Ministry  Staff 
SISTER  SALERNO:  I  am  a  member  of  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee of  the  Fenway  Interagency  Group,  which  is  a  member  group 
in  CURB.  Much  testimony  has  been  heard  from  persons  who  are 
Bostonian3  by  birth.   I  am  of  Boston  by  choice.  And  I  am  sad- 
dened and  angered  that  a  terrible  thing  is  happening  in  Boston. 
Once  the  uniqueness  of  Boston's  life  and  style  are  crushed  by  the 
wrecker's  hand,  they  will  never  be  restored. 
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Why  Boston  would  choose  to  imitate  Chicago,  New  York, 
Detroit,  or  any  other  city,  large  or  small,  I  cannot  for  the  life 
of  me  understand.  Those  cities  have  much  to  recommend  to  them 
in  the  line  of  beauty  and  city  planning,  but  they  do  not  have 
what  Boston  has,  nor  can  they  ever,  nor  can  Boston,  if  she  chooses 
to  destroy  anymore.  But,  that  is  the  point.  Boston  has  not 
chosen  this.  The  B.R.A.  is  not  Boston.  The  B.R.A.  is  a  menace 
to  the  city,  to  the  survival  of  the  neighborhoods  of  Boston.  The 
South  End;  the  waterfront?  Charlestown;  Roxbury;  the  West  End; 
Fenway;  now.  Park  Plaza. 

It  maneuvers  itself  into  the  lives  and  homes  and 
streets  of  the  people  as  though  it  were  a  law  unto  itself  answer- 
able to  no  one,  subject  to  no  other  concern  than  its  own,  to 
benefit  the  developer,  the  rich,  and  that  morphosis  mass  of  per- 
sons who  might  someday  visit  here. 

Example:   One  new  hotel  pays  less  than  7  percent  of 
its  gross  income  in  taxes.  The  ordinary  Bostonian,  I  believe, 
starts  at  20  percent.  One  developer,  whose  project  is  pending 
right  now,  stands  to  gain  140  percent  profit  on  his  investment, 
after  taxation,  in  the  first  year.  And  neighborhood  folk,  whose 
homes,  streets,  businesses,  and  life  style  were  usurped  for 
these  projects,  they  wait  in  line  in  hopes  they  will  qualify  for 
the  minimal  number  of  units  allotted  to  so-called  low-income  folk 
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while  thousands  of  luxury  apartment  units  and  hotels  are  built 
to  bring  the  rich  back  in  from  the  suburbs  and  other  parts  of  the 
country;  they  wait  as  though  they  were  the  recipients  of  a  favor 
after  their  rights  and  dignity  have  been  injured,  perhaps  beyond 
repair. 

Their  property  provided  the  space;  their  tax  money 
insures  the  loans  and  the  mortgages  of  the  developers.  And  yet, 
they  are  made  to  feel  beholden.   I  say  the  B.R.A.  are  masters  of 
deceit.  Their  plans  are  lies  and  they  lie  when  they  create  the- 
illusion  about  jobs,  as  if  there  are  only  jobs  of  luxury  apart- 
ments under  construction.  And  it  has  been  this  way  since  their 
beginning. 

A  few  months  ago  at  a  general  session  of  the  City 
Council,  one  Councillor  stood  up  and  challenged  his  co-councillors 
with  a  real  dilemma.  This  is  almost  a  quote.  You  can  check  the 
public  record.   He  said.  We  have  a  problem.   I  don't  know  what 
to  do.   Shall  we  lie  again  and  say  that  we  have  a  workable  pro- 
gram? We  don't  have  one.   We've  never  had  one  since  the  begin- 
ning.  But,  each  time  it  comes  up,  every  few  years,  we  lie  and 
we  say  we  have  a  workable  program.   But  now,  I  don't  know  what 
to  do.   The  communities  ask  us  not  to  recertify  the  workable 
program  and  the  construction  workers  want  us  to.  What  shall  we 
do?  This  is  in  the  public  record. 
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The  B.R.A.  has  got  to  be  stopped,   if  the  D.C.A. 
doesn't  do  it,  I  really  think  no  one  should  be  surprised  if  the 
people  resort  to  sabotage. 

MR.  MORRIS s  You  have  heard  the  testimony.  Are  there 
any  questions  you  would  like  to  address  through  the  Chair  to  the 
witness?  (No  response.) 

If  not,  we  want  to  thank  you  for  your  testimony  very 

much.  The  gentleman  who  was  waiting,  state  your  name,  please. 

EDWARD  MAHONEY 

Director  of  Housing 
South  End  Neighborhood  Action  Program 

MR.  MAHONEY t     I  live  at  200  West  Springfield  Street 
in  the  South  End  and  I 'ra  a  member  of  CURB.  What  I  would  like  to 
do  is  to  register  my  opposition  to  the  Park  Plaza  Project  by  giv- 
ing the  Commission  and  those  here  a  picture  of  what  it  looks  like 
from  the  South  End.  Not  just  what  Park  Plaza  looks  like,  but 
what  urban  renewal  looks  like. 

I'm  the  director  of  a  small  housing  office  in  the 
South  End.   Every nonth  we  have  from  150  to  200  single  people  or 
families  coming  into  our  office  with  serious  housing  problems  or 
with  a  need  to  find  new  housing.  They  are  South  End  residents 
predominantly.  They  want  to  stay  in  the  South  End,  but  they 
can't.  The  reason  they  can't  is,  first  of  all,  that  private 
realtors  and  developers  are  rehabilitating  properties  in  the 
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South  End,  the  old  brownstones,  and  pricing  apartments  anywhere 
from  $200  to  $500  or  $600  a  month  on  streets  where  low  and  mod- 
erate income  people  used  to  live. 

Now,  in  the  South  End,  there  is  something  called  the 
in-fill  program,  which  is  supposed  toprovide  housing  particularly 
for  large  and  low-income  families,  that  is  being  taken  away 
through  private  rehabilitation.  That  program  is  a  year  behind 
schedule.   If  you  go  around  the  South  End,  you  will  see  half- 
completed  units  of  housing,  three,  four,  and  five  bedroom  units, 
on  scattered  sites  all  around  the  South  End. 

The  latest  information  that  I  have  is  that  Develop- 
ment corporation  of  America  is  bankrupt.  They  are  un  ble  appar- 
ently to  complete  the  project.   It's  not  clear  yet  if  anyone  else 
will  complete  the  project.  The  Boston  Housing  Authority  now 
holds  over  200  applications  for  those  80  apartments. 

A  previous  speaker  talked  about  the  Fenway  area. 
The  in-fill  program  is  right  in  the  South  End.  On  the  edge  of 
the  South  End  is  the  Fenway  development,  which  includes  Church 
Park,  the  Colonnade  Hotel,  and  other  parts  of  that  urban  renewal 
area  around  the  christian  Science  church. 

The  Fenpac,  a  group  of  citizens  from  the  Fenway,  are 
currently  suing  the  Christian  Science  Church  and  the  B.R.A. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Excuse  me.  May  I  interrupt  the  witness. 
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In  the  spirit  in  which  I  have  tried  to  maintain  the  hearings,  it 
is  pretty  obvious  that,  if  each  person  who  testifies  goes  into  a 
complete  background  of  his  own  representative  capacity  and  organi- 
zation philosophy,  that  we  would  be  here  an  unreasonable  length 
of  time,  and  I  know  that  you  want  to  address  yourself  to  Park 
Plaza.   I  am  mainly  asking  that  you  allow  us  to  take  notice  that 
most  of  us  know  about  these  general  things  that  you  are  mention- 
ing, as  housing  people  and  development  people,  and  the  Commis- 
sioner is  aware  of  it,  and  if  you  could  address  yourself  to  the 
direct  issue  of  the  Park  Plaza  project,  we  will  accept  whatever 
you  want  to  put  in  writing  of  the  rest  of  your  background  and 
your  organization. 

I  hope  you  will  take  that  in  the  right  spirit.   I  am 
not  trying  to  cut  you  off. 

MR.  EDWARD  MAHONEY:   Right?  I  understand  that. 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  would  appreciate  it  very  much. 

MR.  EDWARD  MAHONEY:   Right.   I  think  you  understand 
why  I  have  mentioned  these  other  developments. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  understand  the  background* 

MR.  EDWARD  MAHONEY:  Okay.  What  has  happened  in  the 
South  End  because  of  these,  and  what  Park  Plaza  will  perpetuate 
is  the  exodus  of  low  and  moderate  income  people  from  the  South 
End  into  Roxbury  and  Dorchester,  where  conditions  in  housing  are 
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even  worse.   I  say  this  because  these  are  the  people  who  come  to 
my  office  every  day,  every  week.  These  are  the  people  I  have 
direct  contact  with. 

Park  Plaza  is  on  the  other  edge  of  the  South  End. 
It  does  not  provide  for  the  needs  of  these  people.  It  is  part 
of  what  the  South  End  sees  as  a  pattern  in  Boston  forcing  low 
and  moderate  income  people  to  exodus  from  where  they  have  lived 
into  less  adequate  housing  or  housing  in  a  location  where  they 
really  don't  want  to  be,  and  it  seems  to  me  that,  before  we  con- 
tinue to  build  luxury  apartments,  before  we  continue  to  approve 
projects  that  benefit  large  developers,  we  have  to  deal  with  the 
housing  crisis  of  the  City  of  Boston. 

I  think  that's  the  primary  responsibility  of  the 
B.R.A.,  and  I  think  this  Commission  should  look  at  the  Park  Plaza 
project  and  other  developments  they  might  consider  from  that 
point  of  view. 

I  think  Father  Bucke's  testimony  is  very  important 
here,  because  we're  really  dealing  with  a  question  of  values. 
What  is  most  important?  what  is  the  primary  responsibility  of 
this  Commission  and  of  the  B.R.A.  in  passing  judgment  on  pro- 
jects? 

If  people  have  decent  adequate  housing,  if  small 
businesses  are  fairly  relocated,  then  we  have  a  right  to 
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consider  a  grand  project  for  the  future  of  the  city.  But,  we 
h  ave  no  right  to  create  that  kind  of  image  for  the  city  at  the 
expense  of  poor  people,  at  the  expense  of  low  and  moderate -income 
people;  we  have  no  right  to  luxury  when  the  necessities  of  life 
for  these  people  are  not  being  met.  And  I  see  that  every  day 
and  I  don't  see  the  Redevelopment  Authority  or  D.C.A.  yet  ade- 
quately responding  to  that  need.  Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Any  questions  of  this  witness  at  this 
point?  (No  response.) 

If  not,  we  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS »  Is  there  someone  else  from  Father  Bucke's 
group  or  the  group  which  was  mentioned  earlier,  someone  else  who 
wishes  to  testify? 

We  will  recess  for  five  minutes. 

(Recess.) 

MR.  MORRIS:  The  hearing  will  resume.  Will  you 
please  state  your  name? 

RONALD  CORNEW 
Boston  Waterfront  Residents  Association 

MR.  CORNEW:   I  want  to  introduce  myself  by  indicating 
I  live  on  the  Boston  waterfront  and  that  I'm  an  officer  of  the 
local  residents 'group  there,  which  is  called  the  Boston  waterfront 
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Residents  Association.   I  am  also  a  member  of  CURB,  the  Communi- 
ties United  for  the  Real  Boston  group,  which  has  been  presenting 
testimony  here  this  morning.   So,  in  a  sense,  what  I  have  to  say 
should  be  seen  in  that  context,  although  I  will  be  introducing 
other  information  which  I  hope  the  Commissioner  will  find  useful. 

MR.  MORRIS t     Thank  you.  You  may  proceed  with  your 
testimony.   Do  you  have  written  testimony?  Do  you  desire  to 
insert  any  documents  into  the  record  before  you  make  your  state- 
ment, or  will  you  make  your  statement  directly  and  have  the 
Stenotypist  take  it  in  its  entirety? 

MR.  CORNEW:  Mr.-  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  introduce 
one  item  into  the  record,  but  the  nature  of  my  testimony  will  be 
verbal,  rather  than  written. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Thank  you.   Do  you  wish  to  introduce 
that  at  this  time  or  later  in  your  presentation? 

MR.  CORNEW:   I  would  like  to  do  it  immediately.   Let 
rae  explain  that  I  attended  the  hearing  yesterday  afternoon  and 
overheard  the  discussions  that  took  place  vis-a-vis  Sections  61 
and  52  of  Chapter  30.   I  think  I  have  some  information  which  I 
can  give  to  the  Commissioner  which  h  e  will  find  useful  in  his 
deliberations  on  the  application  of  that  statute  to  the  matter 
at  hand. 

I  would  like  to  give  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  directive 
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from  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  vis-a-vis  that  statute. 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  witness  has  offered  for  inclusion  in 
the  record  a  document  —  a  directive  —  Commonwealth  of  Massachu- 
setts, Executive  Department,  State  House,  to  Secretary  Alan 
Altshuler;  Secretary  Thomas  I.  Atkins;  Secretary  William  I.  Cowin; 
Secretary  Joseph  M.  cronin;  Secretary  Peter  C.  Goldmark,  Jr.; 
Secretary  Jack  Leff;  Secretary  Richard  E.  McLaughlin;  Secretary 
Mary  B.  Newman;  Secretary  John  R.  Verani,  from  Governor  Francis 
W.  Sargent.  The  date  of  this  directive  is  January  8,  1973.  Now, 
I  am  going  to  label  this  for  identification,  but,  in  the  spirit 
of  the  public  hearing,  we  will  read  this  document  into  the  record 
so  you  will  all  hear  what  it  is  and  have  an  opportunity  to 
appropriately  comment. 

On  December  31,  1972,  certain  sections  of  Chapter 
781  of  the  Acts  of  1972  (The  Environmental  Policy  Act) 
took  effect.  These  sections  require  all  state  govern- 
mental units  to  take  certain  administrative  actions  to 
avoid  or  minimize  damage  to  our  environment.  These 
actions  have  been  spelled  out  clearly  by  Secretary 
Charles  H.  w.  Foster  in  his  memorandum  of  December  19, 
1972. 

I  expect  each  of  you  to  take  the  responsibility 
for  making  sure  that  your  agencies  are  aware  of  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  and  that  they  take  all  necessary 
steps  to  implement  them. 

If  you  should  have  any  questions  (and  I'm  sure 
there  will  be  many) ,  they  should  be  referred  to  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs. 

This  statute  is  one  of  the  most  significant  far- 
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reaching  pieces  of  legislation  passed  in  thin  Common- 
wealth and  thus  its  implementation  will  be  watched 
closely. 

Francis  V?.  Sargent. 

I  will  offer  this  for  the  witness  as  a  document 
identified  as  Exhibit  No.  31. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  31.) 

MR.  MORRIS:   Proceed. 

MR.  CORNEW:  Yes.  Once  again,  I  wanted  to  indicate 
I  did  hear  the  testimony  yesterday  and  I  thought  it  would  be  use- 
ful to  call  that  to  your  attention,  although  I  think  you  will 
probably  also  receive  it  through  more  regular  channels  of  state 
government.   I  just  wanted  to  be  certain  that  you  had  it  available 
to  you  now,  as  you  began  your  deliberations  on  the  matter. 

I  wanted  to  say  a  few  things  about  this  state 
environmental  impact  act,  which  is  referenced  in  the  directive 
that  has  just  been  read  to  you.  The  first  point  I  wanted  to  make 
is  that  Section  61  of  Chapter  30,  which  became  effective  on  the 
1st  of  January  of  this  year,  clearly  operates,  in  addition  to 
the  Commissioner's  responsibilities,  under  Chapter  121B  of  the 
General  Laws. 

Basically,  he's  called  upon,  in  Section  61,  to  make 
a  finding  describing  the  environmental  impact,  if  any,  of  the 
project.   In  this  case  the  Park  Plaza  project.   And  a  finding 
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that  all  feasible  measures  have  been  taken  to  avoid  or  minimize 
said  impact,  referring  back  to  environmental  impacts. 

I  guess  the  next  point  I'd  like  to  make  is  that,  if 
this  finding  is  not  made  for  any  reason,  the  plan  will  clearly 
be  subject  to  litigation.   I  think  it's  on  this  particular  count, 
I  think  it's  fair  to  say,  that  this  is  a  substantial  matter  that 
is  referred  to  in  Section  61,  and  it  does  require  a  finding  from 
the  Commissioner.   I'd  like  to  stress  that,  in  making  the  finding, 
the  Commissioner  has  a  great  responsibility  and,  among  other 
things,  he  will  be  setting  a  precedent  for  state  agencies,  sim- 
ply because  of  the  timing  in  this  matter,  the  Park  Plaza  project 
coming  along  immediately  after  the  passage  of  this  act.  And  to 
qp   beyond  that,  I  don't  envy  him,  because  this  leaves  him  rather 
without  precedent  in  guidelines  to  indicate  how  it  should  go 
forward  in  discharging  that  responsibility. 

I  think  that  one  thing  he  might  do  in  counterpoint- 
ing  this  is  to  look  to  Section  62  of  Chapter  30,  which  is  not 
yet  effective.   It  doesn't  become  effective  until  January  the 
1st  —  sorry  —  July  the  1st,  1973.   But,  I  think  he  should  look 
at  that,  and  particularly  its  reference  in  the  next  to  the  last 
paragraph  of  that  section  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act. 

Now,  if  that's  done,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  state 
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act  is  linked  to  the  federal  act  and,  therefore,  a  whole  body  of 
federal  administrative  regulations  pursuant  to  environmental 
impacts  will  be  open  to  him,  as  will  what  is  coming  to  be  a  con- 
siderable body  of  case  law. 

I  think  that,  even  though  the  section  I  just  refer- 
enced does  not  become  effective  until  July  1st,  1973,  that  the 
process  I've  described  is  still  the  one  he  ought  to  take  in  view 
of  the  fact  that,  on  July  the  1st,  1973,  the  Park  Plaza  project 
will  still  be,  if  it  has  begun  by  that  time,  an  on-going  project 
and  the  body  of  case  law  that  exists,  at  least  in  the  federal 
courts,  is  that  on-going  projects  are  subject  to  review  with 
regard  to  those  aspects  that  have  not  yet  been  carried  forward. 
So,  I  think  that's  how  that  Section  62,  which  is  not  yet  legally 
effective,  should  be  seen.   It  will  be  the  guideline  as  of  July 
1st,  '73. 

The  most  important  point  to  notice  in  that  review 
will  be  the  requirement  that's  put  forth  there  for  a  full  study 
of  environmental  impact  of  the  various  proposed  actions,  in  this 
case,  of  the  Park  Plaza  plan,  including  particularly  study  of 
alternatives  to  minimize  damage;  in  other  words,  it  isn't,  as  I 
understand  it,  sufficient  to  simply  look  at  it  and  say,  Yes, 
this  minimizes  damage  to  the  environment;  I  so  find  that.   It  is 
necessary  to  contemplate  alternatives  and  to  come  to  understand 
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whether  other  alternatives,  which  can  accomplish  the  same  proj- 
ect goals,  exist  which,  getting  us  back  to  Section  61  now,  mini- 
mizes damage.  That  is,  in  the  sense  that  these  alternatives 
might  have  less  environmental  damage  than  the  ones  put  forward 
in  the  existing  plan. 

My  understanding  of  this,  again,  is  that  the  Commis- 
sioner is  required  to  make  such  a  finding  and  that  he  can't  make 
it  without  considering  alternatives.  If  I  may  offer  an  example, 
I  don't  want  to  get  very  deep  into  this,  but  we  heard  testimony 
yesterday  that  there  was  a  problem  relating  to  winds  and  a  prob- 
lem relating  to  blockage  of  sunlight.  At  least  these  have  been 
issues  talked  about. 

For  example,  if  other  geometric  configurations  of 
the  buildings  that  are  proposed,  or  alterations,  in  their  height 
and  general  massing  would  serve  to  reduce  the  damage,  the 
environmental  damage  associated  with  the  project,  it  would  seem 
to  me  the  Commissioner  has  no  choice  but,  as  a  condition  to  his 
approving  the  plan,  if  that's  what  he's  to  do,  to  require  those 
changes  before  he  goes  forward  with  the  plan.  That's  my  under- 
standing of  it.   I  am  not  a  lawyer,  but  I  do  think  I  have  some 
knowledge  of  what  I  speak. 

Finally,  I'd  like  to  wrap  it  up  by  saying  I  under- 
stand there  is  a  draft  environmental  impact  report  that  has  been 
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prepared  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  on  the  Park  Plaza 
project.  I  have  not  examined  this  report  in  detail,  and  I'm  not 
making  any  comments  vis-a-vis  as  to  its  adequacy.  That  is  the 
Commissioner's  responsibility.  I'm  simply  trying  to  indicate  to 
him  what  I  think  he  must  do  in  the  course  of  this  examination  to 
comply  with  existing  statute  law  or  that  which  will  be  very  soon 
effective. 

Finally,  I  can  only  say,  by  way  of  general  guidance, 
that  I  think  he's  got  to  have  a  report  before  him  which  is  — 
and  I'm  now  referring  to  the  B.R.A.  environmental  impact  report 
—  it  must  be  substantially  'a  'must*  deal;  it  must  point  out  the 
alternatives  studied  and  why  the  selections  have  been  made  as 
they  have. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I've  seen  whimsical  expressions  from 
both  yourself  and  Commissioner  Mahoney.  Maybe  this  would  be  a 
good  point  to  stop  and  entertain  questions. 

MR.  MORRIS :   Our  looks  are  not  to  be  interpreted  as 
being  overly  inquisitive.  Actually,  when  you  qualified  yourself, 
I  was  not  sure  whether  you  were  speaking  independently  as  a 
citizen  or  as  a  member  of  the  group  or  as  a  part  of  the  Commis- 
sion or  what  have  you,  and  I  would  merely  like,  for  the  record, 
if  you  would,  restate  that  just  for  our  general  benefit. 

MR.  CORNEW:  Yes,  certainly.   I  identified  myself  as 
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a  resident  of  the  Boston  waterfront  and  an  officer  of  the  Boston 
Waterfront  Residents  Association. 

MR.  MORRIS:  What  is  your  address? 

MR.  CORNEW:   64  Long  Wharf,  Boston.   I  also  mentioned 
that  I 'ra  affiliated  as  a  member  with  the  CURB  group,  which  is 
presenting  testimony  here  this  morning. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Mr.  Mahoney. 

MR.  CHARLES  F.  MAHONEY:   Perhaps  at  thi3  point,  in 
line  with  the  question  that  you  asked,  it  might  be  useful  if  we 
could  have  some  further  background  on  the  record  about  this  wit- 
ness, that  is,  as  to  his  professional  training  and  his  experience, 
if  he  would  be  willing  to  state  that. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  am  perfectly  willing. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  And  any  affiliations  he  may  have. 

MR.  MORRIS:   If  he  wishes,  he  may  respond. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Do  you  hold  any  offices? 

MR.  MORRIS:  Your  background  in  that  respect. 

MR.  CORNEWx   Certainly;  I'll  be  glad  to.   Let  me 
begin  by  saying  that  I  am  not  a  Bostonian  by  birth,  although  I 
have  lived  here  16  years  now,  the  last  ten  of  which  have  been  on 
the  Boston  waterfront  where  I  have  been  in  an  urban  renewal  area 
of  the  city. 

As  for  my  educational  background,  I  have  a  doctorate 
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in  engineering  from  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology 
and  I *m  also  a  registered  professional  engineer  with  the  Common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Are  you  a  member,  do  you  hold  any 
governmental  positions  or  offices  of  any  kind? 

MR.  CORNEW:  Well,  I 'm  a  member  of  the  Governor's 
Advisory  Council  on  the  environment.  And  let  me,  since  that 
question  has  come  up,  let  me  be  very  clear  to  stress  that  that 
is  for  identification  purposes  only;  in  other  words,  I'm  saying 
that  council  has  no  position  on  Park  Plaza.  I  am  not  in  any  way 
speaking  for  the  Governor's  Advisory  Council  on  the  environment. 
I  am  simply  trying,  at  this  point,  as  a  citizen,  to  make  the 
Commissioner  fully  aware  of  what  I  think  his  statute  responsi- 
bilities are  under  Sections  61  and  62  of  Chapter  30  of  the 
General  Laws. 

MR.  MORRIS s  Any  other  questions  of  the  witness? 

MR.  CORNEW:  May  I  get  back  to  the  community  role  in 
which  I  came  up  here  to  originally  present  testimony  before  I 
saw  the  difficulties  that  existed  vis-a-vis  understanding  Sec- 
tions 61  and  62  of  Chapter  30  of  the  General  Laws  yesterday. 

Basically,  I  came  up  to  speak  in  opposition  to  the 
Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Plan  for  the  following  kinds  of  reasons: 
First,  I  believe  that  the  urban  renewal  plan  would  draw  off 
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planners  and  management  ability  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  from  their  responsibilities  in  other  urban  renewal 
areas  where  plans  are  already  approved  and  work,  in  many  cases, 
is  long  delayed.   If  these  already  approved  plans  were  people, 
many  of  them  could  have  children  of  their  own  by  now. 

I  know  how  difficult  it  can  be,  having  been  a  member 
of  a  citizens'  group  on  the  waterfront  area,  to  try  to  get  the 
Authority  to  restudy  a  plan  after  it  has  already  been  passed  by 
all  relevant  bodies  and  moved  into  the  execution  phase.  And  I 
think  that  the  much  needed  review  i  n  a  lot  of  the  urban  renewal 
plans  of  the  city  will  only  be  hindered  by  again  having  the 
Authority's  attention  drawn  off  on  another  new  plan  at  a  time 
when  I  personally  feel  that  many  corrective  measures  are  needed 
in  existing  urban  renewal  plans. 

The  Park  Plaza  Plan,  of  course,  will  not  only  draw 
off  the  attention  of  the  Authority  from  the  already  approved 
plans,  but  I'd  like  to  remind  the  Chair  that  the  Boston  Redevel- 
opment Authority  is  supposed  to  function  as  the  planning  board 
for  the  city  of  Boston. 

Now,  in  an  area  which  is  adjacent  to  where  I  live, 
the  North  End  of  the  city,  there  is  only  a  single  planner 
assigned  to  that  entire  area  of  fifteen  to  20,000  people;  in 
fact,  I  used  to  work,  assigned  there,  because  the  planner  that 


was  assigned  to  that  area  quit  two  years  ago  and  he  hasn't  been 
replaced. 

In  many  areas  of  the  city,  such  as  Allston,  Brighton, 
and  we  could  go  through  the  various  sections,  the  various  dis- 
tricts of  the  city,  we  would  find  a  very  thin  kind  of  cover,  ward 
areas  with  many  tens  of  thousands  of  people  in  them,  which  have 
only  a  single  planner  available  to  them. 

Now,  the  point  I  want  to  make  here  is  that  the 
Authority,  by  being  drawn  off,  as  I  have  indicated,  as  the  result 
of  this,  the  remnant  of  the  skeleton  planning  force,  which  is 
paper-thin  and,  in  many  cases,  unable  to  effect  local  planning 
efforts  to  make  the  city,  city-wide,  a  better  place  to  live  and 
work.  To  tie  this  back  to  something  that  was  mentioned  a  little 
earlier  this  morning,  this  thinness  of  planning  is  so  severe  that 
the  city  doesn't  even  have,  at  this  point  in  time,  an  approved 
workable  program  as  required  by  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  and  the 
amendments  thereto.  With  a  deficiency  like  this  in  existence,  I 
wonder  how  the  Authority  can  be  worrying  about  Park  Plaza. 

Maybe  I  should  clarify  that  to  say  that,  while  there 
is  not  a  working  program  in  existence  under  the  Housing  Act  of 
•49,  I  don't  know  that  that  reaches  the  issue  that  the  Commission 
has  before  it  now,  directly  in  that,  as  I  understand  it,  there 
are  no  federal  funds  involved  in  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal 
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Project  and,  therefore,  it  doesn't  have  to  comply  with  the  Hous- 
ing Act  of  1949.   So,  my  comment  is,  just  to  be  understood  in  a 
contextual  sense,  that  this  responsibility,  this  additional 
responsibility,  is  being  contemplated  by  the  Authority  at  a  time 
when  it  has  got  a  dozen  urban  renewal  plans  in  the  city,  feder- 
ally funded,  and  there  is  no  workable  program  in  effect  for  the 
entire  city. 

I'd  like  to  also  indicate  my  opposition  to  Park  Plaza 
for  a  second  reason.   I  think  it's  in  the  worst  tradition  of 
urban  renewal.   I  have  gone  through  Park  Plaza  area  and  examined 
several  structures  in  detail.   It's  my  feeling  that  what  the 
area  needs  is  a  general  sprucing  up  and  selective  replacement  of 
deficient  structures,  the  kind  of  thing  that  an  area  could 
accomplish  by  itself,  if  it  were  given  the  opportunity,  the  kind 
of  thing  for  which  the  absence  of  the  citywide  planning  effort, 
that  thinness  that  I  referred  to  before,  would  seem  to  be  acute, 
that  is,  if  the  area  were  to  attempt  a  regenerative  process  on 
i  ts  own,  it  is  clear  to  me  the  city  would  be  able  to  carry  out 
its  own  responsibilities  through  having,  prior  to  contemplating 
thi3  plan,  such  a  thin  representation  of  planning  for  that  area 
of  the  city. 

So,  getting  back,  I  am  saying  that  it  seems  to  me 
the  area  does  need  a  general  sprucing  up  and  selective  replacement 
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for  deficient  structures.   I  don't  think  the  Redevelopment 
Authority  knows  how  to  do  that  kind  of  thing;  and  so,  instead, 
the  response  is  to  create  a  colossal  plan  and  go  out  and  get  a 
big  developer.   I  think  that's  what  we  are  seeing.   And  so,  the 
healthy  idea  of  renewal  gives  way  to  an  endorsed  plan  of  consoli- 
dation of  ownership  and  the  use  of  eminent  domain  for  private 
profit  and,  if  I  may  just  follow  this  line  of  thinking  along  a 
little  bit  further,  the  result  of  this  is  a  sightly  process  in 
which  no  area  of  the  city  is  going  to  be  safe  from  the  threat  of 
massive  renewal;  if  some  private  developer  happens  to  be  inter- 
ested in  it,  he  goes  to  the  city  and  says,  I'm  interested  in  this 
area.  A  plan  is  concocted,  it's  put  forward,  brought  before  you 
people,  perhaps  it  goes  through. . .again,  lacking  leadership, 
planning  leadership,  in  various  areas  of  the  city  for  self- 
renewal  and  maintenance.  What  happens  there  is  they  slide  until 
they  pass  some  arbitrary  criteria  for  decadence  and  blight. 

You  can  almost  engineer  decadence  and  blight  by  not 
assigning  planners  to  that  area  so  they  can  continuously  upgrade 
them  over  a  period  of  years.   In  fact,  if  you  happen  to  make  an 
announcement  five  or  six  years  before  the  fact,  you  are  contem- 
plating urban  renewal  plans  for  a  particular  area,  that  only 
accelerates  the  slide,  because  then,  no  one  will  contemplate  any 
further  investment  until  the  resolved  issue  is  resolved  one  way 
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or  the  other. 

I'm  almost  finished.   I  beg  the  Chair's  indulgence 
for  one  or  two  more  brief  statements.   I  was  trying  to  make  a 
point  that  they'll  slide  until  they  pass  some  arbitrary  criterion 

of  decadence  and  blight.   But,  it  strikes  me  that  I  ought  to  also 

the 
say  that,  even  that  criteria  of  what  is/appropriate  norm  of  deca- 
dence and  blight  in  order  to  qualify  for  urban  renewal,  even  that 
criteria,  as  I  think  we  are  seeing  here  with  Park  Plaza,  has  to 
be  shifted  with  time  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  the  Redevelop- 
ment Authority  for  this  kind  of  development. 

I  think,  if  you  Were  to  look  at  the  number  of  sub- 
standard houses  and  things  like  that,  that  it  used  to  gialify  as 
decandence  and  blight,  you'll  find  the  early  ones  in  the  late 
'50s,  early  '60s  demonstrably  more  decadent  and  blighted  than 
the  existing  point,  but  basically,  the  point,  I  think,  is  the 
criterion  itself  has  to  be  shifted  with  time. 

Finally,  I  think  what  is  needed  here  is  the  wisdom 
to  be  able  to  leave  some  things  undone.  There's  a  line  by 
Thomas  Wolf  in  one  of  his  books  in  which  he  says,  I  will  leave 
one  land  unvisited.   And  I  think  that  that  is  the  spirit  of  what 
I  would  like  to  urge  on  to  the  Authority?  that  it  leave  this  one 
plan  undone,  that  it  not  go  forward  with  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal 
Plan,  and  I  also  would  like  to  urge  that  to  this  Commission,  which 
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of  course  has  the  statute  responsibilities.   I  think  that  Boston, 
in  years  to  come,  will  be  a  better  place  to  live  if  that  course 
of  action  is  taken. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  Are 
there  any  questions  from  the  audience  at  this  point  for  this 
gentleman  before  he  leaves  the  witness  stand? 

(No  response.) 

If  not,  I  will  ask  now  if  there  are  other  witnesses 
relative  to  the  group  that  was  speaking,  who  wish  to  be  heard 
before  we  adjourn  for  lunch.  Will  you  state  your  name? 

ELEANOR  WILLIAMS 
Boston  Resident  ' 

MS.  WILLIAMS:   I'm  not  sure  to  say  where  I  am  from. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Your  address? 

MS.  WILLIAMS:   I  am  from  Boston,  the  fifth  generation 
born  in  Boston,  and  I  presently  work  at  the  Parker  Hill  -  Fenway 
Apac. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Your  address,  please. 

MS.  WILLIAMS:   35  Francis  Street,  which  is  also  in 
Roxbury.   I  am  just  anti-B.R.A.,  and  I'd  like  to  say  that,  put 
it  on  the  record,  that  I  don't  care  what  the  B.R.A.  did,  they  do 
not  do  enough  for  the  citizens  of  Boston.   My  great,  great 
grandmother  was  moved  from  Allston-Brighton  to  the  West  End,  and 
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my  grandmother  was  moved  from  the  west  End  to  the  South  End,  and 
then  she  was  then  relocated  from  the  South  End  to  Roxbury  and 
her  last  stand.   Her  protest  was  when  they  wanted  to  take  that 
house  from  her  and  move  her  into  a  development,  and  she  fought 
it,  but,  of  course,  like  all  people,  she  lost. 

So,  you  see,  I  have  a  long  history  of  proposed  to 
the  B.R.A.  urban  development,  because  it  has  not  been  anything 
but  just  killing  old  people  and  moving  young  people  from  schools 
and  friends  and  places — stores  that  they  knew.   Right  now,  where 
I  was  raised,  there  is  no  store  for  at  least  10  or  12  blocks,  so 
that  the  kids  have  to  run  across  the  street  and  have  to  perhaps 
take  a  chance  of  getting  run  over.   But,  presently,  I  work  in  the 
Mission  Hill  project,  and  it  has  been  my  research  and  findings 
that  there  are  tenants  living  in  that  project  in  some  substand- 
ard conditions,  who  have  been  living  there  for  four,  five  years, 
waiting  to  be  relocated  back  into  their  urban  renewal  area. 

Consequently,  what  we  have  are  transients  in  the 
project,  people  who  don't  care  about  the  projects,  because  they 
are  going  to  be  moving  out,  so  they  don't  care  enough  to  get 
involved  in  the  project  to  keep  it  up  to  maintain  some  kind  of 
stability,  because  they  will  be  leaving.   And  what  really  happens 
is  that  they're  caught  in  the  project  syndrome.  They  never  get  ■ 
back  because  there  are  so  many;  the  housing  crisis  is  so  acute 
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in  Boston  that,  if  they  are  on  the  list,  they're  way  down  on  the 
list,  if  their  name  ever  gets  put  on  them  at  all. 

So,  we  have  people  for  10  years  just  living  in  the 
project,  saying  some  day  they'll  get  an  in-fill,  some  day  they'll 
move  out,  and  a  lot  of  elderly  citizens  who  are  still  living  in 
boxes,  because  they  believe  that  lie,  that  the  B.R.A.  told  them, 
that  you  will  get  the  first  preference  in  being  able  to  move 
back  into  urban  renewal,  into  the  area  you  grew  up  in,  that  you 
lived  in,  that  you  know;  and  they're  still  waiting,  waiting  for 
that  promise. 

Citizens  on  the  back  of  the  hill,  up  in  Mission  Hill, 
the  Parker  Hill  area,  are  still  waiting,  you  know,  they're  still 
waiting  to  move  back  into  the  South  End  and  to  the  West  End,  and 
we  know  they're  never  going  to  get  back  to  the  West  End.   There 
is  hope,  though,  that,  if  you  stop  the  B.R.A. ,  if  you  stop  Park 
Plaza,  that  the  B.R.A.  will  have  to  look  at  itself. 

I  don't  have  any  hope  for  them,  though;  that  they 
will  be  able  to  again  serve  the  people,  and  that's  what  they 
were  constituted  to  do.   There  is  no  hope;  they  are  too  entrenched 
in  their  bureaucratic  stranglehold.  They  cannot  get  out  of  it, 
because  too  many  citizens'  groups  have  tried,  have  begged,  have 
pleaded  for  them  to  listen  to  their  needs,  and  the  B.R.A. 
listens  only  to  big  developers,  big  money,  and  not  to  little 
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people.   They  have  gotten  fat;  I  can  name  at  least  20  fat  devel- 
opers that  have  gotten  fat  off  the  B.R.A. 

The  same  guy  who  ha3  the  parking  lot  on  Huntington 
Avenue  across  from  the  Christian  Science  Church  was  the  same  guy 
who  had  a  parking  lot  on  Dartmouth  and  Columbus  when  the  whole 
South  End  movement  began  and  when  one  of  our  State  Senators  — 
State  Representatives  —  Melvin  King,  got  run  over.  Okay.  So 
that,  this  isn't  something  new  that  we  have  been  fighting.  It's 
the  same  person— Fitzgibbons .  And  he  probably  has  quite  a  few 
on  urban  renewal  property. 

The  corruption  there  is  so  engrained  that  I  have  no 
hope  for  them.  The  only  hope  that  we  have  in  the  City  of  Boston 
is  to  come  to  the  state  and  beg  them  again  to  please  stop  them 
overriding  the  little  people,  stop  them  from  just  taking  the 
land  from  them  and  putting  up  the  Colonnade. 

Christian  Science  Church  promised  in  1969,  the  com- 
munity there,  they  promised  $1,000,000  and  all  the  people  to  be 
relocated  properly.   Okay.   And  to  build  low-income  housing  on 
the  corner  of  Huntington  and  Mass.  Ave.   Two  years  after  that, 
they  told  us  they  cannot  build  low-income  housing  there  because 
the  water  table  is  too  high;  you  know,  the  citizens  of  Boston 
who  lived  on  that  high-water  table,  that  were  poor,  you  know, 
didn't  seem  to  mind  it  at  all,  you  know.   But,  in  order  to 
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replace  this  housing,  you  know,  there'll  have  to  be  luxury  apart- 
ments.  So,  rather  than  have  the  community  get  upset,  they  put  a 
little  park  in  there  and  then  finally  fenced  it  in  to  let  people 
know  low-income  kids  can  play  there.  You  know.   But,  low-income 
people  cannot  live  there.   The  list  is  just  enormous.   I  can  just 
go  down,  and  I  don't  want  to  take  too  much  of  your  time  from 
lunch . 

MR.  MORRIS:  That's  all  right;  proceed. 

MS.  WILLIAMS:  Good,  because  I've  a  very  long,  really 
a  very  long  list.   I  also  am  a  member  of  CURB,  partly  because  of 
the  reasons  I  mentioned,  and  partly  because  I  believe  that  citi- 
zens United  for  a  Real  Boston,  or  just  citizens  united,  can  put 
enough  political  pressure  to  stop  the  kinds  of  things  that  the 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  have  been  doing  to  little  people. 

CURB  is  not  opposed  to  the  construction  trade  people. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  agreed  with  them  that  there  should  be 
jobs.   We  agree,  and  we  ask  them  to  join  us  in  asking  for  low- 
income,  for  construction  of  low-income  housing  and  supportive 
services,  like  schools  and  hospitals,  and  shopping  places  to  go 
shopping  so  that  people  can  live  there,  live  in  Boston. 

All  we  have  now  is  people  who  come  from  the  suburbs, 
who  run  over  our  kids,  who  all  they  would  like  is  for  the  street- 
lights to  work  so  they  can  get  into  downtown  Boston  fast  enough 


63 


to  get  their  paychecks  and  go  cut.   There  are  no  blue-collar 
workers'  jobs?  there  are  none  available.   And  the  last  little 
place  is  being  taken  in  the  South  End  at  799  Tremont  Street, 
where  they  have  little  factories  for  people  there  to  go  to  work, 
who  live  right  in  the  area.  Those  little  factories  have  to  be 
relocated  to  Chelsea  and  Charlestown,  and  the  owners  of  those 
factories  said  they're  not  going  to  take  their  workers  with  them, 
you  know.   They  say,  Hey,  theit's  not  important.   So  they'll  be 
picking  up  new  workers  in  Charlestown,  in  Chelsea,  so  that,  urban 
renewal  not  only  affects  people  who  live  there  but  people  who 
work  there,  and  that's  very  Important.   Okay. 

The  South  End,  which  is  really  my  baby,  and  for  which 
I  fought  for  a  long  time  to  stop  the  B.R.A.  but  just  got  swallowed 
up  because  it  was  one  small  community  fighting  alone.   If  anyone 
would  drive  down  the  South  End,  anyone  who  knew  Boston  before 
that,  would  see  $1  buildings  which  have  been  transformed  into 
$60,000  town  homes  across  the  street  from  blight,  and  if  that's 
urban  renewal,  you  know,  I  don't  know.  The  town  houses  in  Boston 
didn't  even  cost  that  much  in  the  beginning,  even  to  build — ever. 
I  don't  think  the  City  of  Boston  cost  that  much.  And  those 
people  who  can  look  out  of  their  broken  windows  across  the  street, 
you  know,  what  do  you  think  they  feel?  You  know.   Do  they  feel 
the  American  dream  has  coma  home?  You  know;  just  think. 
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What  could  they  possibly  feel;  that  this  is  free 
enterprise?  That  someday  they'll  be  able  to  go,  like  Abraham 
Lincoln,  from  a  log  cabin  to  the  White  House?  They're  lucky  if 
they  can  get  logs  for  heat.   But,  the  urban,  the  B.R.A.  in  the 
South  End,  should  be  commended  by  the  Redevelopment  Authority, 
because  they  have  done  their  job,  they  have  transformed  south  End 
into  a  high-income  neighborhood  where  you  and  I  can't  even  go 
down  the  street  without  asking  what  are  we  doing  here.  They 
even  have  lights  down  there,  but  there  were  no  lights  then,  12 
years  ago;  there  were  muggings,  sure,  but  now  it's  well  patroled, 
well  policed,  and  all  the  city  services  that  go  right  along  with 
high-income  places. 

I  have  no  problem.   I *m  not  against  high-income 
people;  you  know.   I  just  think  that  the  same  kind  of  services 
should  be  given  to  low-income  people  or  to  people  who  work  every 
day  and  just  would  like  to  be  able  to  come  home  and  get  there 
safely;  or  my  mother,  who  would  like  to  walk  out  and  not  have  to 
worry  about  her  pocketbook  being  snatched. 

The  B.R.A.  has  done  none  of  this  about  supportive 
services.   The  streets  where  I  live  are  horrible.   But,  wherever 
the  B.R.A.  has  given  it  to  high-income  people,  the  streets  are 
well  taken  care  of;  you  know.  And  I  live  in  an  urban  renewal 
area.   But,  I  don't  have  that  kind  of  money  that  would  be  able 
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to  perhaps  support  Mayor  White  and  his  campaign,  such  as  the 
president  of  Development  Corporation  of  America  was  his  campaign 
manager,  and  now  we  see  why  Roxbury  homes  had  to  have  the  whole 
roofs  redone  over,  because,  in  a  year,  it's  only  been  for  a  year, 
they  have  to  have  their  whole  roofs  done  over.   Development 
Corporation  of  America  built  those  homes.  They  are  the  same  one 
who  are  doing  in-built  housing.  We  don't  have  that  kind  of 
political  pull. 

Not  only  does  it  affect  the  tax  base  and  the  people 
who  live  in  Boston,  but,  if  your  roof  is  leaking  after  a  year, 
your  rent  is  subject  to  go  up  to  $31,  and  who  can  live,  you 
know,  with  a  rent  increase  like  that,  what  I'm  saying  is  that 
it  has  forced,  it  is  forcing,  poor  people  out,  even  though  they 
are  low  and  moderate  income  homes ;  but,  if  your  rent  goes  up 
$31,  it  takes  you  out  of  the  low  and  moderate  income  home  people 
and  into  high  income.  And  all  around  that  area  is  decay;  and 
we  know  what's  going  to  happen  there.  Either  some  federal 
government  money  is  going  to  come  in  and  make  some  developer 
richer  —  management  doesn't  even  get  the  money;  it's  all  the 
development,  $400,000.  They  will  tell  you  in  a  minute;  that's 
what  they'll  get — $400,000  from  government  subsidies,  and  just 
for  investing  their  money  into  low-income  housing.   It  is  very 
profitable  for  tham.  And  I 'ra  sure  that  they  are  very  upset 
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about  the  freeze. 

I  can  just  go  on?  you  know.  My  train  of  thought  has 
been  broken  up  and  I'll  probably  remember  a  lot  of  things  after 
I  leave  here,  but  I  believe  that  it's  incumbent  upon  you  to  hear 
the  pleas  of  the  little  people,  and  because  we  have  to  come  in 
numbers,  and  because  we  have  to  beg  for  you  to  listen  to  us,  and 
we  don't  have  the  money  itself,  you  have  to  even  give  us  your 
ears  even  more  intently  to  listen  in  between  what  we're  saying, 
the  heartache  and  the  hurt  that  we  have  to  feel,  and  you  have  to 
understand  that,  because  we  can't  pay  bigtime  lawyers  to  come 
here  and  articulate  our  needs,  as  Mass.  Historical  Society  can, 
but  we  can  certainly,  we  certainly  have  a  stake  in  Boston.  You 
know,  most  of  us  have  lived  and  died  here,  and  we  need  to  be 
heard . 

If  the  D.C.A.  allows  the  B.R.A.  to  continue  with 
Park  Plaza,  it  has  killed  just  all?  this  is  our  last  stand.  You 
know.  The  little  people  in  Boston  will  no  longer  take  it.  They 
can't?  they  can't  take  it.  There  will  be  no  more  Boston.  They 
just  won't,  because  they  will  know  the  Governor  can  pressure  you 
into  doing  it,  perhaps  into  the  Fenway,  and  the  rest  of  the  urban 
renewal  area.  You  know.  This  is  our  last  hope,  at  this  hearing, 
that  you'll  listen  very  intently  and  take  it  into  consideration 
and  not  be  swayed  by  anybody, but  think  about  it  fairly  and  rule 
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on  it  fairly.  Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  MORRIS :   Thank  you  for  your  testimony.   Do  you 
have  any  questions,  before  she  leaves,  along  the  lines  of  the 
witness'  testimony?  Father  Bucke. 

FATHER  BUCKE:   In  your  movement  around  Boston, 
because  of  the  onslaught  of  the  B.R.A.,  you  have  seen,  or  you 
have  heard,  undoubtedly,  that  there  is  a  whole  process  of  relo- 
cation. 

MS.  WILLIAMS:   Right. 

FATHER  BUCKE:  And  your  own  experience  has  been  that, 
for  individuals,  this  has  not  worked  out? 

MS.  WILLIAMS:  Oh,  no.  No,  it  doesn't.  They  are. 
still  waiting.  Those  individuals  who  get  moved,  get  transferred, 
never  get  relocated  back.  The  only  way  they  get  even  heard  is 
if  an  advocate  group  forces  the  B.R.A.  to  deliver,  but  they  never 
get  relocated  back  into  the  area. 

FATHER  BUCKE:   I  wanted  to  add  just  one  further 
point  to  that  question.  When  you  lived  in  these  areas,  you  most 
probably  knew  little  stores  where  you  went  in  and  traded  there. 

MS.  WILLIAMS:   That's  right. 

FATHER  BUCKE:  And  carried  on  conversation  and  lived 
in  the  framework. 

MS.  WILLIAMS:   Right. 
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FATHER  BUCKE:   Did  you  find  that  any  of  these  little 
stores  or  little  businesses  were  ever  relocated... 

MS.  WILLIAMS:   No. 

FATHER  BUCKE s   ...successfully  by  the  process  the, 
B.R.A.  says  it  has? 

MS.  WILLIAMS:   No;  not  one. 

FATHER  BUCKE:   Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 
It  is  12:15.   I  think  we  will  take  a  recess  for  lunch,  and  those 
persons,  those  people  or  groups  who  want  to  be  heard,  will  be 
heard  immediately  thereafter?  and  then,  thereafter,  Mr.  Mahoney, 
we  will  entertain  from  you  what  your  program  is  and  make  some 
assessment  as  to  the  continuation  of  the  hearings. 

I  declare  the  hearing  recessed  until  1:30.   Thank 
you  very  much. 

(Luncheon  recess.) 


69 


AFTERNOON  SESSION 

MR.  MORRIS s  Our  hearing  will  resume.   Who  is  the 
first  party  who  wishes  to  be  heard?   Please  state  your  name. 

DAVID  SCONDERS 
Federal  Interagency  Groups  Housing  Task  Force  et  al 

MR.  SCONDERS:  My  name  is  David  Sconders. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Your  address? 

MR.  SCONDERS:   I  live  at  236a  Huntington  Avenue, 
Boston.   I  come  from  the  Federal  Interagency  Groups  Housing  Task 
Force,  FIG,  from  CURB,  and  from  the  Boston  Center  for  Older 
Americans. 

I  think,  really,  the  first  thing  that  ought  to  be 
said,  which  is  more  than  a  philosophical  observation,  is  that 
being  here  at  all  as  a  citizen  and  as  a  worker  in  my  community 
having,  in  effect,  to  beg  employees  to  stop  the  unilaterally 
decided  expenditure  of  large  amounts  of  money  that  we  have  raised 
in  their  use  against  us  is,  itself,  a  reflection  of  the  very 
criticism  of  the  renewal  process,  that  most  of  us  have,  and  also 
a  kind  of  example  of  the  kind  of  experiences  that  community  folk 
have  with  renewal. 

I  have  lived  a  long  time  in  the  Fenway  area  —  we 
are  in  the  project  —  and  I  work  primarily  with  people  over  65 
years  of  age.  Now,  when  we  look  at  the  promises  that  renewal 
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puts  forth,  we  see  a  list  usually,  and  that  list  goes  something 
like  this:   It  says,  This  process  will  bring  more  jobs;  that 
this  process  will  increase  the  amount  of  available  housing;  that 
this  process  will  upgrade  the  quality  of  life,  et  cetera,  et 
cetera,  et  cetera.  And  yet,  aside  from  having  made  grandiose 
promises,  when  we  look  at  the  specific  statistical  facts  in  any 
give  area  —  the  Fenway  is  the  one  I'm  most  familiar  with  —  we 
find  that  not  to  be  the  case  at  all;  not  at  all. 

In  fact,  we  find  that  their  new  process  tends  to 
concentrate  increasingly  large  amounts  of  urban  capital  in  the 
hands  of  fewer  people,  whose'  reputation  and  history  has  been  the 
cause  of  the  need  for  renewal  in  the  first  place.   For  instance, 
Mr.  Wasserman  in  our  area. 

We  find  that  the  jobs  referred  to  are  predominantly 
for  suburbanites;  we  find  that  the  increased  economic  vitality 
referred  to  is  predominantly  in  the  interests  of  large-scale 
business,  white  collar,  middle  management  folk  against  suburban- 
ites; we  find  that  the  concept  upgrading  the  population  actually 
refers  to  getting  rid  of  poor  folk,  black  folk  living  in  the 
South  End,  elderly  people  who  live  in  our  area,  in  other  words, 
folk  that,  for  one  reason  or  another,  are  not  at  this  time  able 
to  contribute  to  the  gross  national  product. 

I  think  the  real  problem  is  that  the  honest  and  real 
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effects  of  renewal  in  our  area  and,  as  I  suspect,  in  fact  I'm 
sure  Park  Plaza  will  follow  suit,  will  be  the  red  lining  and  blue 
lining  of  certain  areas  of  the  city  by  banks,  an  increase  in  the 
suburban  job  market,  a  displacement  of  large  numbers  of  people  at 
great  emotional  cost  to  themselves,  and  the  eventual  unfolding 
of  the  real  underlying  plan,  which  is  to  create  out  of  the  City 
of  Boston  a  museum  for  visitors,  a  large  hotel-motel  for  a 
transient,  middle  and  upper-class  population,  and  to  provide 
space  for  the  large  powerful,  well-monied  institutions. 

It  is  not  really  planned  for  people.   Ten  thousand 
folk  had  to  leave  the  South  End;  over  1,000  people  over  65  in  our 
area  have  left  already.  The  promises  still  are  being  made?  and 
yet,  when  we  look  in  our  area,  for  example,  instead  of  housing 
we  see  a  hotel?  instead  of  low-income  housing  on  another  parking 
lot,  we  see  an  application  before  HUD  for  rental  rates  to  go 
from  $336  to  $460. 

We  see,  in  other  words,  a  series  stemming  from 
sixty-five  to  1972  of  outrageous  and  flagrantly  violated  promi- 
ses one  after  another.  And,  as  city  folk,  I  guess  we  no  longer 
trust  the  people  who  say  they  have  been  working  for  us  to,  you 
know,  in  fact,  working  for  us. 

One  other  thing  that  really  bothers  me  is  that,  in 
any  other  endeavor  of  this  magnitude,  where  millions  of  dollars 
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are  being  spent,  where  stocks  and  bonds  are  just,  you  know,  the 
magnitude  of  the  economic  shifts  being  contemplated  is  just 
unbelievable.  You  would  expect  a  minimal  amount  of  accounting, 
accountability  and  responsibility,  to  be  set  up  within  the 
bureaucracy  itself.  And  I  would  like  to  know  where  and  how  our 
promises  are  met,  who  is  the  arbitor  that  guarantees  the  implicit 
contract  between  this  somewhat  lead  group  of  people  called  plan- 
ners and  folk  of  the  city  are  met? 

It  seems  to  me  even  the  educational  system,  which  is 
notorious  for  a  lack  of  accountability,  has  finally  gotten  around 
to  establishing  behavioral  objectives.   Where  is  the  accounta- 
bility factor  here? 

I'm  worried  because,  in  a  much  larger  sense,  going 
back  to  the  first  point  of  view,  being  here  at  all,  I  went  to  a 
city  to  visit  some  friends  not  too  long  ago  that  was  beautiful, 
utterly  beautiful,  well-planned,  it  had  large  walkways  and  parks, 
much  open  space,  good  housing,  fantastic  city  services,  and  so 
forth  and  so  on.  The  only  problem  with  it  is  the  city  is  Lisbon, 
and  the  only  criticism  I  really  have  of  the  city  and  its  people 
is  that  people  are  miserable;  the  city  is  ruled  by  a  tyrant.   It 
is  a  well-functioning  dictatorship.  And  I  suspect  very  strongly, 
underlying  the  problems  that  you  see  in  the  Fenway  and  that  we 
will  see  around  Park  Plaza,  is  a  conception  of  government  which 
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is  basically  the  leaders  condescending  and,  as  a  result  of  that, 
any  kind  of  transformation,  any  kind  of  transformation  of  parti- 
cular details,  is  not  going  to  be  adequate,  will  not  be  satis- 
factory, in  much  the  same  way,  if  we  decided  tomorrow  we  can  not 
use  automobiles  anymore  in  the  cities.   Someone  has  just  got  to 
say,  Okay,  no  matter  how  you  package  these  roads,  whether  you 
put  them  on  the  ground,  under  the  ground,  how  many  trees  you  put 
along  the  side,  et  cetera,  et  cetera,  et  cetera,  the  point  is  we 
cannot  any  longer  use  an  urban  transportation  system  that  has 
cars,  in  the  same  kind  of  way  we  can  no  longer  put  up  with  a 
planning  process  which  no  longer  serves  the  interests  of  the 
same  developers  and  concentrated  wealth  that  historically  has 
put  the  housing  stock  in  the  condition  it's  in.   I  find  that 
just. 

I  would  ask  you,  in  the  interest  of  the  elderly  with 
whom  I  work  and  of  the  Fenway  and  in  the  interest  of  the  people 
of  Boston,  whom  I  think  would  be  greatly  hurt  by  the  kind  of 
planning  presently  going  on,  that  the  project  be  just  halted. 
Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you.   Any  questions  of  the  wit- 
ness? (No  response.) 

If  not,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  statement. 
State  your  name,  please. 
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MANIA  SEFERI 


CURB 


I  am  a  member  of  CURB  and  I  have  also  been  working 
as  a  technical  person  providing  planning  assistance  in  research 
for  a  number  of  groups  that  are  now  members  of  CURB. 

I  would  like  to  oppose  the  Park  Plaza  Plan  because 
it  represents.  No.  1,  a  continuation  of  the  type  of  planning 
that  is  not  taking  into  account  the  desires  of  people  and  the 
businesses  that  would  be  mostly  affected  by  the  development.   It 
has  been  characteristic  of  the  type  of  planning  that  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  has  been  doing,  and  it  is  indicated  by 
the  membership  of  CURB  now,  all  of  the  people  having  been  affec- 
ted by  renewal  and  have  some  gripe.  They  have  felt  renewal  has 
not  met  their  needs  and  the  needs  of  the  neighborhood. 

The  second  reason  I  would  like  to  oppose  the  plan  is 
because  it  uses  the  power  of  eminent  domain  for  the  benefit  of 
a  private  developer,  and  the  plan  does  not  fulfill  one  of  the 
most  pressing  needs  of  the^city,  which  is  the  construction  of 
low  and  moderate  income  housing.   For  the  period  between  1960 
and  '71,  each  year,  with  the  exception  of  1967,  more  low  and 
moderate  income  units  have  been  demolished  in  the  City  of  Boston 
than  have  been  built.  These  statistics  come  from  the  Redevelop- 
ment Authority  itself  and  from  the  Building  Department. 
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Between  1960  and  1971,  about  14,000  dwelling  units 
have  been  demolished  in  Boston  renewal  areas,  and  only  8,000 
units  have  been  built.   Now,  these  statistics  may  be  a  little  bit 
misguiding  because  every  year  the  number  of  units  demolished  and 
the  number  of  units  built  would  not  equal.   I  think,  in  the  past 
five  years,  I  would  say,  the  production  of  housing  has  increased 
so  there's  8,000  units  not  equally  distributed  among  these  ten 
years.  Most  of  the  people  relocated  by  urban  renewal  have  been 
poor  people. 

For  example,  in  the  West  End,  which  is  one  of  the 
areas  that  I  have  been  working  in,  most  of  the  people's  income 
was  either  below  the  public  housing  limit  —  their  incomes  —  or 
just  slightly  above.  They  were  really  poor  people.  The  same 
thing  in  the  West  End. 

And  a  lot  of  structures  have  been  built  as  replace- 
ment housing,  but  the  number  of  units  slated  for  a  neighborhood 
has  been  very  low;  also,  in  the  case  of  businesses,  most  of  the 
businesses  that  have  been  relocated  by  renewal  areas,  especially 
the  marginal  ones,  have  not  been  able  to  successfully  operate  in 
a  different  location.  Most  of  them  ended  up  closing.   I  would 
cite  the  South  End  as  a  good  example  of  that. 

But,  even  if  we  admit  that  people  shouldn't  have 
very  much  choice  as  to  where  they  relocate  as  long  as  you  provide 
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them  housing,  they  should  be  satisfied  to  relocate,  the  number 
of  units  produced  to  relocate  people  have  not  been  sufficient. 
Of  the  8,000  units  built  in  urban  renewal  areas,  only  1481,  that 
is,  19  percent,  have  been  truly  for  low-income  people.  That  is 
public  housing  level. 

If  one  wants  to  be  more  lenient  and  consider  all 
subsidized  units  built  under  urban  renewal,  the  number  increases 
to  4,000  units,  which  is  about  50  percent  of  the  units  built. 
But,  if  we  consider  the  number  of  families  that  have  been  reloca- 
ted in  those  years,  the  number  of  units  produced  for  low-income 
families  is  not  very  good. 

The  number  of  families  relocated  by  the  Redevelopment 
Authority  between  '60  and  '71  are  close  to  10,000  families.  Most 
of  those  families  are  of  low  income.   Because  of  the  way  renewal 
happens  in  this  city,  it  has  hit  the  most  poor  areas.   If  you 
realize  there  are  10,000  families  that  have  been  relocated  and 
only  4,000  low-income  units  built  for  them,  what  has  happened  to 
the  rest  of  the  people?  Where  did  they  go? 

Now,  the  above  numbers  refer  only  to  urban  renewal  , 
areas,  but  the  need  for  low-income  housing  is  further  aggravated 
if  one  considers  the  pushing  out  of  poor  people  by  natural  mar- 
ket forces.  To  cite  an  example,  cite  what's  happening  currently 
North  of  Beacon  Hill,  where  a  lot  of  the  old  people  are  evicted 
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from  their  homes  aid  the  homes  are  renovated  and  rented  to  young 
couples  or  young  married  couples  that  are  just  moving  into  the 
area  to  work  in  the  Government  Center  area;  so,  the  numbers  I 
just  referred  to  just  refers  strictly  to  urban  renewal  areas  and 
don't  refer  to  accidental  pushing  out  of  old  people  and  poor 
people  that  happens  all  the  time. 

In  addition  to  the  housing  statistics,  which  very 
clearly  indicate  that  the  housing  production  of  low-income  people 
does  not  measure  up  to  the  need,  urban  renewal  has  destroyed 
neighborhoods  and  scattered  people.   I  think  a  very  good  example, 
again,  is  the  West  End,  where  people  that  I  work  now  with,  and 
their  ages  are  70  and  80  years  old,  still  remember  and  are  very 
hurt  by  what  has  happened  to  them  some  15  years  ago,  and  I  think 
such  causes  are  not  something  that  happen  in  every-day  life,  and 
it  seems  it's  very  serious. 

I  think  that  Park  Plaza  should  not  be  approved  and 
take  all  the  public  monies  and  public  effort  that  would  go  into 
that  project,  because  that  effort  could  be  used  much  more  con- 
structively in  other  areas  that  have  started,  where  renewal  has 
not  been  finished,  and  are  really  suffering  at  this  point  in 
time.   I  guess  that's  all  I  have  to  say. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Thank  you.   Any  questions  of  the  wit- 
ness? Do  you  have  a  question?   I  want  to  thank  you  very  much 
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for  your  statement. 

FROM  THE  AUDIENCE:  I  would  like  to  ask  a  little  bit 
of  the  background  of  the  witness,  in  terms  of  her  studies  in  the 
City  of  Boston. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Very  interesting,   would  you  like  to 
comment  further  on  your  personal  background,  other  than  just  giv- 
ing us  your  name  and  address? 

MANIA  SEFERI:  Currently,  I  am  an  assistant  profes- 
sor of  city  planning  at  the  Harvard  Graduate  School  of  Design 
and  I  direct  the  Urban  Field  Services  Agency  that  provides  tech- 
nical assistance  to  community  groups  on  a  voluntary  basis;  and 
under  that  capacity,  I  have  been  working  with  the  groups  that  I 
have  been  mentioning. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Very  informative;  thank  you  very  much. 

Now,  is  there  another  witness  to  be  heard  at  this  time? 

REV.  ROBERT  CASE 

Teacher,  Graduate  School, 
Northeastern  University 

I  testified  the  other  day  in  a  personal  way  on  the 
basis  of  what  I  regarded  as  a  contradiction  in  the  environmental 
impact  statement  about  what  was  given  about  Park  Plaza. 

I  would  like  to  speak  now  as  a  representative  of 
several  groups  around  the  City  of  Boston,  which  kind  of  fills 
out  a  lot  of  the  testimony  of  the  group  called  Communities  United 
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on  behalf  of  the  Real  Boston,  which  has  been  testifying  here  today, 

One  of  the  problems  with  this  kind  of  a  hearing  is 
that  a  lot  of  the  people  who  are  affected  by  urban  renewal  are 
working  folks  and  it's  very  difficult  for  them  not  only  to 
attend  a  hearing,  but  to  get  time  free,  I  would  say,  no  matter 
what  time  of  the  day  or  night  it  would  be  and  to  expend  the 
energy  that  is  needed  in  doing  some  of  that. 

So,  as  a  result  of  that,  several  of  the  statements 
that  I  make  will  be  about  working  communities  around  Boston. 

The  first  one  is  a  statement  of  the  South  End  Tenants 
Council. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Now,  Father  Case,  before  we  get  started, 
this  is  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  Commissioner  and  the  Hear- 
ings Officer,  how  extensive  is  this  and,  roughly,  how  many  of 
these  groups  are  you  going  to  be  trying  to  get  into  the  record, 
because  I  will  accept  informally  your  say-so,  but  there  may  be 
other  people  who  might  want  to  challenge  this  type  of  presenta- 
tion.  I  recognize  you  and  I'm  just  asking  you  at  this  point,  as 
a  procedural  thing,  can  you  give  me  a  general  idea? 

FATHER  CASE:   Right.   I  have  three  statements.   I 
would  judge  that  each  one  of  them  may  run  a  few  minutes,  from  the 
South  End  and  from  Dorchester. 

MR.  MORRIS:  And  these  are  from  groups  who  asked  you 
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to  make  these  statements  for  them? 

FATHER  CASE:   Correct. 

MR.  MORRIS:  And  on  their  behalf? 

FATHER  CASE:   Correct.  They  are  members  of  the  com- 
munities. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  will  take  note  of  that.  Are  you  going 
to  put  them  in  the  record  or  going  to  read  them  into  the  record? 

FATHER  CASE:  Well,  I'd  like  to  do  whatever  serves 
the  purpose  of  your  Commission. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Well,  this  is  for  the  public's  benefit. 
If  you,  in  your  judgment,  feel  they  should  be  read,  we  will  read 
them;  but,  if  they  are  voluminous  and  would  require  some  interro- 
gation in  terms  of  what  they  mean,  then  probably  we  ought  to  see 
what  they  are  before  we  get  them  on  the  record.  I  am  trying  to 
keep  the  record  pretty  clear  as  to  just  who  says  what  and  whether 
they  are  representative  of  an  idea  or  thought. 

FATHER  CASE:   I  think  I  am  trying  to  maintain  that. 
What  I  am  saying  is  they  are  representative  of  a  very  large  num- 
ber of  residents  in  Boston. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Why  don't  we  proceed.   If  I  feel  at  any 
point  we  are  getting  too  far  afield,  I  will  interrupt  and  ask  you 
at  least  to  explain  what  the  group  is,  who  they  are,  and  whether 
it  is  a  vote  of  the  group  and  so  forth. 
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FATHER  CASE:   Okay.  The  first  one  is  a  very  short 
statement  of  the  South  End  Tenants  Council. 

Park  Plaza  is  opposed  by  South  End  Tenants  Council 
not  because  we  think  it  is  a  bad  project,  but  we  do  not  know  if 
it  is  a  good  project.   By  this,  I  mean  in  all  of  the  planning  by 
B.R.A.  and  the  develops rs  of  the  project,  not  a  single  time  have 
the  people  of  the  South  End  been  asked  their  views  in  relation  to 
the  project  ard  its  influence  upon  the  housing  stock  for  poor  and 
moderate  income  people  in  the  South  End. 

We  are  concerned  about  how  the  traffic  and  sewer, 
which  are  already  a  problem,'  will  be  affected  by  this  development. 

We  are  concerned  because  no  consideration  in  fact  has 
been  given  to  residents  or  homeowners  that  would  have  enabled 
them  to  e valuate  its  effect  upon  their  property  an!  environment. 

Because  of  the  lack  of  involvement  in  the  valuation 
of  this  project,  South  Enders  are  not  able  to  say  that  it  is 
either  good  or  bad.   We  can  only  say  that  before  this  project  is 
allowed  to  go  any  further,  South  Enders  should  have  something  to 
say  about  the  influence  of  the  project  upon  their  life  style. 

And  I  have  a  final  note  that  this  organization  wishes 
to  say  that  the  only  construction  that  the  B.R.A.  should  develop 
in  terms  of  housing  is  for  low  and  moderate-income  housing. 

That  is  the  first  one. 
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The  second  statement,  I  think,  which  backs  up,  really, 
the  first,  is  by  a  raember-at-large  of  the  South  End  Project  Area 
Committee.   Perhaps  it  would  serve  our  purposes  if  it  was  not 
read  into  the  record  at  this  particular  point.   Perhaps  a  copy 
could  be  submitted  as  part  of  the  presentation. 

MR.  MORRIS:  You  want  to  make  a  note  that  there  is 
such  a  statement. 

FATHER  CASE:   Right;  and  it  is  more  specific  in  its 
opposition  to  Park  Plaza.   Several  reasons  are  related  with  it. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  want  to  identify  the  maker  of 
the  statement? 

FATHER  CASE:  The  maker  is  Clark  Frazier. 

MR.  MORRIS:   For  purposes  of  the  record,  we  will 
label  the  statement  from  Clark  Frazier  as  a  part  of  the  record 
as  presented  by  Father  Case. 

FATHER  CASE:  This  person  is  a  member  of  the  project 
area  committee  of  the  South  End.   The  final  statement  here  is  — 
and  I  think  I  should  read  it  because  it's  a  whole  other  section 
of  the  city  —  Dorchester,  the  Dorchester  Tenants  Action  Council. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  won't  label  this  since  you  are  going 
to  read  it  into  the  record.  Father.  The  other  document  I  want 
as  soon  as  you  are  through  with  your  testimony.  Are  you  going  to 
refer  to  that? 
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FATHER  CASE:   No. 

MR.  MORRIS:  We  will  label  this,  the  statement  by 
Clark  Frazier,  as  Exhibit  No.  32. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  32.) 

FATHER  CASE:  This  is  a  statement  by  Lewis  Finfer, 
a  member  of  the  Dorchester  Tenants  Action  Council,  and  it  reads 
as  follows: 

The  Dorchester  Tenants  Action  Council  is  a  community 
organization  of  Dorchester  residents  working  for  decent  housing 
and  a  decent  community.  We  are  working  with  other  groups  in 
CURB. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  Park  Plaza  project  because  we 
feel  that  it  will  not  add  to  the  betterment  of  the  city,  but 
further  reinforce  the  continuing  principle  of  bending  over  back- 
wards to  help  developers  at  the  expense  and  interests  of  Boston 
residents.  The  B.R.A.  spends  its  time  destroying  neighborhoods, 
assisting  private  developers,  and  is  a  time-tested  sophisticated 
operat  ion  skilled  at  ignoring  the  interests  of  the  people  of 
Boston. 

In  Dorchester,  the  new  UMass  at  Columbia  Point 
already  has  led  speculators  to  begin  buying  up  property,  subdi- 
viding family  apartments,  raising  rents  illegally,  making  cheap 
renovations  as  an  excuse  to  force  out  families  and  raise  rents. 
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Where  was  the  B.R.A.,  our  supposed  planning  agent?  We  could  not 
trust  them  based  on  their  record,  except  as  we  trusted  them  to 
be  involved  with  the  speculators,  if  they  weren't  so  busy  push- 
ing Park  Plaza. 

There  is  a  serious  shortage  of  decent,  low  and  moderate- 
rent  housing  for  Boston  citizens,  so  we  don't  need  luxury  housing 
and  office  buildings.   It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  city  and 
state  to  deal  with  this. 

As  for  the  construction  workers'  demonstration,  they 
are  members  of  groups  like  ours.  They  need  jobs.  Their  work 
would  mean  more  to  them  and  their  neighbors,  if  they  were  build- 
ing housing,  schools,  community  centers  for  themselves  and  their 
neighbors,  instead  of  luxury  housing  and  office  buildings. 

This  whole  decision  is  a  political  one.  The  poli- 
tics overrules  the  trees,  flowers,  air  dynamics,  and  everything 
else.   Every  neighborhood  in  Boston  is  under  seige  by  expanding 
hospitals,  universities,  church  projects,  the  B.R.A.,  the  airport, 
and  speculative  developers. 

Robert  Jordan  of  The  Globe  says  Mayor  White  is  doing 
well.   He  won  his  battle  for  luxury  housing  in  the  West  End. 
It  looks  like  he  will  win  a  similar  effort  with  Park  Plaza, 
though  he  wasn't  successful  in  keeping  the  rent  control  law  weak. 
That's  two  victories  and  one  defeat,  but  no  wins  and  three  losses 
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in  terms  of  the  interests  of  the  people.  Whose  column  will  the 
D.C.A.  join  up  with? 

If  I  may  tako  a  minute  or  two  to  summarize  the  effect 
of  the  testimony,  because  I  made  a  little  list  which  may  prove 
helpful,  I  think  this  last  statement  was  really  important, 
because  it  points  out  the  feelings  of  a  lot  of  residents  of 
Boston.   If  we  look  at  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  it 
seems  that  the  problem,  as  has  been  stressed  many  times  in  the 
hearings,  is  a  problem  of  accountability;  that  there  is  no  way 
to  do  anything  unless  another  group  is  appealed  to  which  can  con- 
trol the  B.R.A.,  and  I  think  that's  why  the  people  of  Boston,  as 
Eleanor  Williams  said  this  morning,  are  appealing  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Community  Affairs.   To  be  able  to  step  in. 

We  made  a  list  of  the  people  that  seemed  to  be  in 
favor  of  Park  Plaza,  and  I  think  the  list  comes  to  very,  very 
few  people  indeed.  With  the  exception  of  the  building  trade  union 
folks  who,  I  think,  under  questioning  this  morning,  indicated 
that  there  wasn't  any  real  basis  for  their  endorsement  of  Park 
Plaza  in  terms  of  its  content,  that  it  provides  jobs  and  that 
was  the  significant  thing. 

If  we  look  at  the  groups  of  citizens  around  the 
City  of  Boston,  it  becomes  clear  that  the  citizens  and  residents 
of  the  city  are  not  in  support  of  Park  Plaza.  The  Back  Bay 


86 


Association  has  withdrawn  its  support;  the  Beacon  Hill  group 
similarly;  people  from  the  West  End  and  the  South  End.   Those 
are  four  areas  which  are  very  close  to  the  project.   I  think 
folks  who  are  actually  within  the  project  area  have  also  testi- 
fied and  will  be  saying  much  more,  but  I'm  just  speaking  about 
citizens  from  Boston  generally  and,  in  particular,  those  very 
close  to  the  project  area. 

We  have  had  people  from  the  Fenway,  the  South  End, 
Dorchester,  back  of  the  Hill,  Mission  Hill,  and  Parker  Hill,  in 
every  section  of  the  city,  numbers  of  people  who  have  gone  out  of 
their  way  to  put  on  the  record  that  they  are  opposed  to  Park 
Plaza.  The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Boston  is  also  extremely 
concerned  about  the  activities  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority,  so  much  so  that  theyhave  refused  recertification  of 
the  workable  program. 

A  state  agency  looking  at  this  would  have  to  say  that 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  does  not  enjoy  the  favor  and 
backing  of  the  people  of  Boston  and,  in  particular,  Park  Plaza 
Project  does  not  enjoy  this  favor. 

The  significance  of  all  this  testimony,  I  think,  is 
just  to  underline  this  and  to  put  together  the  idea  that  there 
are  great  needs  in  the  City  of  Boston  that  every  one  of  these 
citizens'  groups  has  in  particular  underlined — the  need  for  low 
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and  moderate -income  housing — and  that  these  needs  are  not  being 
met  by  this  particular  project;  and  so,  I  think  I  can  sum  up  for 
all  of  these  different  groups  and  say  it  seems  clear  that  the 
people  of  the  city  are  opposed  to  the  project  —  great  numbers  of 
people  are  —  and  I'd  ask  you  to  weigh  that  against  the  very 
small  number  of  people  who  seem  to  be  in  favor  of  it.   Thanks. 

MR.  MORRIS:  All  right.  Just  a  minute,  Father.   Any 
questions?  The  Father  has  represented  several  groups  here  and 
at  least  one  individual's  statement  which  we  have  allowed  on  the 
record.   So,  if  anyone  publicly  has  any  question,  they  can  direct 
the  question  to  me  and  I  will,  in  turn,  see  if  he  desires  to 
answer  that  question.  (No  response.) 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  testimony.  Off  the 
record . 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 
MR.  MORRIS:   We  will  take  a  recess  of  five  minutes 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Department. 

(Recess.) 
MR.  MORRIS:  The  hearing  will  resume,  ladies  and 
gentlemen;  we  are  back  on  the  record.   Mr.  Mahoney. 

CHARLES  F.  MAHONEY 
Representing  25  Taxable  Inhabitants  and  Others 
Mr.  Morris,  I  would  like  to  file  with  you  now,  formally. 
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an  appearance  in  connection  with  this  proceeding  under  Chapter 
121B  on  behalf  of  25  taxable  inhabitants,  and  others,  who  have 
filed  with  this  Department  on  January  19,  1973,  a  petition  for 
a  hearing  on  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Program,  resubmitted  to 
the  Department  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  121B,  Section  48, 
by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Let  the  record  show  that  an  appearance 
has  been  officially  filed  in  this  matter  of  Park  Plaza  redevelop- 
ment hearing  before  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs.   This 
appearance  is  by  the  attorney  for  25  taxable  inhabitants  — 
Mahoney,  McGrath,  Atwood  &  Goldings  —  signed  by  Charles  Francis 
Mahoney  and  Dennis  R.  Kanin.  We  will  enter  this  into  the  record 
officially  as  an  appearance,  labeled  as  Exhibit  34. 

(EXHIBIT  NO.  34.) 

MR.  MAHONEY:   That's  meant  to  be  attached  to  that, 

MR.  MORRIS:  We  will  attach  to  that,  at  the  request 
of  counsel,  the  names  and  addresses  of  a  number  of  taxable  or 
alleged  taxable  inhabitants  of  the  City  of  Boston. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  They  are  the  same  people,  for  the 
record,  Mr.  Morris,  whose  names  were  attached  to  the  letter 
addressed  to  the  Commissioner  on  December  8,  1972,  requesting 
this  hearing. 

MR.  MORRIS :   In  the  absence  of  any  objection  from 
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the  proponents  or  any  other  counsel,  we  will  enter  this  officially 
as  part  of  the  record.   Any  other  documents? 

MR.  MAHONEY:  No  documents,  Mr.  Morris.   I  also  am 
here  on  behalf  of  the  Park  Square  Improvement  Association,  the 
membership  of  which  constitutes  tenants,  owners,  and  residents 
within  parcels  A,  B,  and  C  of  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project, 
the  so-called  Park  Square  Area  as  opposed  to  the  Combat  Zone  Area. 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  will  take  notice  of  that  representa- 
tion, that  counsel  does  appear  also  for  a  group  identified  by  him 
in  his  testimony. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Mr.  Morris,  preliminary  to  our  recent 
recess,  I  understand  that,  at  your  request,  you  asked  me  to  out- 
line for  the  record  hov;  I  propose  that  we  might  proceed  in  mak- 
ing this  presentation.  The  numbers  of  persons  involved  directly 
are  some  114  taxpayers  and  some  70  or  75  persons  in  the  Park 
Square  Improvement  Association. 

Rather,  sir,  than  have  those  persons  and  others  come 
in  here  and  individually  testify  before  this  panel,  they  elected 
to  have  a  formal  presentation  through  me  as  counsel.   I  have 
endeavored  for  the  assistance  of  this  Department  in  making  its 
deliberations  to  prepare  a  presentation  which  I  have  organized 
under  some  13  separate  categories  which  conceptually,  individu- 
ally, and  collectively  constitutes  impediments  to  a  lawful 
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approval  of  the  Park  Square  Urban  Renewal  Plan  by  the  Department 
of  Community  Affairs  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  121B,  Sec- 
tion 48. 

That  presentation  will  involve  an  analysis  of  the 
evidence  submitted  in  this  hearing  by  the  Authority;  it  will 
involve,  as  well,  a  comparison  of  that  evidence  to  other  evidence 
submitted  in  the  prior  hearing  and  at  the  Boston  City  Council;  it 
will  also  involve  the  submission  in  appropriate  cases  of  evidence 
not  heretofore  introduced  in  the  record  but  which,  under  one  or 
more  of  those  categories,  is  relevant  in  the  determinations  to 
be  made  by  this  Department.  '  It  may  also  involve  the  presenta- 
tion of  some  specially  qualified  persons  for  some  special  indi- 
vidual points  under  that.   It  may  or  may  not  involve  that.   I 
have  not  yet  determined  whether  that  will  or  will  not  be  neces- 
sary. And,  finally,  it  will  involve  —  and  this  is  the  point  I 
believe  that  you  raised,  sir  —  the  question  of  obtaining  in 
this  record  additional  evidence  and  testimony  from  the  proponents, 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  in  clarification  of  evidence 
which  has  been  submitted  either  to  date  or  at  the  prior  hearings 
or  at  the  hearings  before  the  Council  or  through  ray  testimony. 

In  short,  Mr.  Morris,  I  propose,  at  the  appropriate 
tiroes  where  I  believe  it  is  necessary,  to  request  that  of  you  and 
of  the  Department  that,  where  so  required,  there  be  declared, 
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and  upon  a  showing  by  myself  of  the  relevance  and  issues  invol- 
ved, that  there  be  declared  as  limited  to  those  subject  matters 
an  adversary  hearing  for  the  purpose  of  permitting  me  to  cross- 
examine  representatives  of  the  Authority  as  may  be  required  with 
reference  to  evidence  to  be  taken  under  the  various  determina- 
tions to  be  made  by  the  Department  under  Chapter  12 IB  or  under 
Chapter  30  or  such  other  relevant  acts  as  may  apply  in  determi- 
nations to  be  made  by  the  Department. 

I  propose  that  the  procedure  we  follow,  Mr.  Morris, 
is  that  that  be  done  after  and  at  such  points  as  I  believe  that 
I  have  demonstrated  the  necessity  therefor,  and  I'm  not  seeking 
any  blank  permission  to  do  that,  you  know,  at  any  point  or  at 
will. 

As  to  the  times  and  procedure  to  be  followed,  I  will 
be  happy  to  do  it  at  whatever  points  you  and  the  Commissioner 
believe  is  reasonable  and  fair  to  the  Authority  and  consistent 
with  an  orderly  procedure  to  be  followed  here.  That  is  to  say, 
if  you  prefer  that  this  be  done  at  the  conclusion  of  the  testi- 
mony that  I  wish  to  present,  that  would  be  perfectly  all  right 
with  me.   If  you  wish  to  do  it  by  subject,  we  could  do  that  as 
well.   I  would  expect  that  it  may  be  easier  to  do  it  after  the 
total  presentation,  but  I'd  be  amenable  to  any  procedure  that 
you  and  the  Department  felt  was  useful. 
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Finally,  for  the  record,  you  asked  me,  I  believe, 
approximately  how  long  I  thought  this  presentation  would  take. 
With  apologies,  I  tell  you  it  appears  to  me  that  it  may  take  approxi- 
mately 20  hours.   I  make  no  allowance  in  that  20-hour  estimate  — 
it's  only  an  estimate  —  for  any  time  that  may  be  taken  in  recesses 
or  otherwise  or  for  any  questions  that  you  or  members  of  the  panel 
may  have  or  any  other  points  or  disputes  that  may  arise  with  refer- 
ence to  the  testimony.   It  merely  represents  an  estimate  of  the 
time  of  the  materials  prepared  under  these  13  very  complex  and 
difficult  matters  that  must  be  analyzed. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Mr.'  McCann,  I  see  you  rise.   Is  there  a 
question,  counsel? 

MR.  PAUL  McCANN  (Boston  Redevelopment  Authority) s   I 
am  Paul  McCann,  I  am  from  South  Boston,  and  assistant  to  Robert 
T.  Kenney,  the  Director  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority. 

I  just  didn't  want  to  go  beyond  the  record  that  the 
Authority  still  considers  this  a  legislative  type  hearing;  that 
by  the  very  nature  of  the  legislative  type  hearing,  there  is  no 
direct  or  cross-examination  or  redirect-exaraination  of  the 
experts  that  may  testify  here;  that  it  has  been  the  stated  rules 
of  the  hearing  —  those  rules  have  been  posted  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  —  this  is  a  legislative  type  hearing.  The  B.R.A., 
through  its  Director  and  various  other  proponents,  has  made  his 
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case.   The  record  of  the  submission,  or  the  resubmission,  to  the 
state  speaks  for  itself.  The  B.R.A.  —  Mr.  Kenney,  himself  — 
has  been  here  for  approximately  a  day  and  a  half,  has  answered 
any  and  all  questions  posed  by  anyone  in  the  group,  whether  they 
were  pro  or  con;  he  has  answered  all  those  completely.  There's 
no  reason  to  believe  that  Mr.  Robert  T.  Kenney  should  be  part  of 
Mr.  Charles  Mahoney's  presentation  to  the  Department  of  Community 
Affairs.  He  has  stated,  on  your  request,  whether  he  would  be 
available  to  answer  questions  at  reasonable  times?  he  has  been 
available.  He  again  states  that,  if  there  are  questions  raised 
that  the  Chairman  deems  it  appropriate  to  be  answered  in  the  rec- 
ord, that  he  will  secure  those  answers  for  the  record,  whether 
in  person  or  in  writing. 

There  is  a  procedure  already  set  up,  and  the  rules 
and  regulations  posted,  that  any  written  reply  may  be  received 
within  ten  days.  Mr.  Robert  T.  Kenney  would  try,  depending  on 
the  extent  of  the  testimony  and  the  extent  of  the  questions,  to 
answer  them  more  promptly  than  that. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   For  the  record,  Mr.  Morris... 

MR.  MORRIS »  Go  ahead. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   ...I  would  like,  as  I  did  in  our  prior 
recess,  to  respectfully  call  to  your  attention  the  decision  in 
Reid  versus  the  Acting  Commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Community 
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Affairs  —  this  is  a  1972  case,  as  we  all  know  —  and  to  the 
specific  sentence  therein  uponwhich  this  request  is  founded: 
"But  nothing  we  say  here  is  intended  to  limit  the  power  of  the 
Department  to  conduct  hearings  as  adversary  proceedings ,  particu- 
larly where  genuine  issues  are  presented  which  are  suitable  for 
trial  in  the  format  of  a  contested  case,  we  make  it  absolutely 
clear..."  I  am,  of  course,  not  asking  that  this  not  be  conducted 
as  a  legislative  type  hearing.  The  law  is  clear  on  that  point. 
This  is  not  an  adjudicatory  hearing  and  must  be  conducted  within 
that  format.   I  am  simply  relying  upon  the  doctrine  in  the  Reid 
case  which  has  not  so  shackled  this  Department  that  it  is  under 
a  disability  to  discharge  its  duties  by  adopting  measures  that 
will  reasonably  allow  for  the  truth  to  come  out  and  facts  to  be 
known  so  that  the  Commissioner  may  make  a  determination  based 
upon  a  complete  record. 

MR.  McCANNz   I  believe,  for  those  who  may  not  be 
familiar  with  the  Reid  case,  there  was  a  case  brought  by  Charles 
Mahoney  at  a  time  when  the  first  public  hearing  on  Park  Plaza 
was  being  considered:  it  deals  directly  with  the  type  of  hear- 
ing we  are  now  presently  submitting  to  the  Department  of  Commu- 
nity Affairs.  At  that  time,  the  Supreme  Court,  in  a  20-page 
decision,  decided  that  urban  renewal  hearings  and,  in  particular,  the 
Park  Plaza  hearing,  is  a  legislative  type  hearing  with  no  right  to 
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cross-examination  and  that  they  said  that  the  Department  of  Com- 
munity Affairs,  in  the  operation  of  its  business  —  one  sentence 
out  of  a  20-page  hearing  —  in  the  operation  of  its  business,  may, 
in  other  matters,  need  an  adversary  proceeding. 

MR.  MORRIS j  Gentlemen,  I  have  listened  rather 
patiently  to  your  discussions  on  this  procedural  point  on  the 
record,  and  I'm  prepared,  at  this  point,  as  the  Hearings  Officer, 
to  acquaint  you  with  the  fact  we  are  familiar  with  the  case  you 
are  citing.  wa  halped  advocate  this  type  of  hearing.  We  have 
public  rules  which  apply  to  anyone  in  the  audience  who  may  have 
come  here  since  we  started  until  we  finish,  and  we  intend,  in 
the  spirit  of  that,  to  continue  along  that  line  of  presenting  the 
facts  to  the  Commissioner  through  the  Hearing  Officer's  approach, 
and  you  both  have  your  right  to  take  exceptions  for  the  record. 
But,  we  feel  we  will  continue  that  way;  that  it  will  be  conducted 
as  it  has  been  for  the  other  sessions,  and  that  the  right  to 
speak,  whether  you  are  a  proponent  or  an  opponent,  will  be  main- 
tained throughout  the  hearing  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair  for 
the  convenience  of  some  people  who  may  not  be  here  for  certain 
reasons  from  one  date  to  another. 

We  also  will  allow  questions  to  be  addressed  through 
the  Chair,  being  deemed  appropriate;  and,  if  the  party  wishes  to 
respond,  they  will  be  allowed  to  respond  in  this  public  gathering. 
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I  don't  think  we  need  any  further  complications  or  technicalities 
to  be  brought  in  at  this  point. 

It  was  suggested  earlier  by  Mr.  Kenney  that  he  would 
make  himself  available  on  a  reasonable  basis  during  the  proceed- 
ings. That  has  not  been  challenged,  nor  has  he  defaulted  on  that 
possibility  or  statement  yet.   I  can't  anticipate  what  Mr.  Mahoney 
has  in  mind  in  his  statement  regarding  specifically  special  per- 
sons might  be  called  or  asked  to  answer  questions.  We  do  not 
wish  to  anticipate  that.  But,  we  will  rule  that  we  will  at  least 
listen  to  what  he  is  asking  in  terras  of  a  presentation  or  an 
answer,  and  if  it  is  deemed  reasonable,  we  will  either  ask  for  a 
response  to  the  question  during  this  hearing  or  proceeding  before 
it  closes,  or,  if  that  is  not  reasonable  within  a  reasonable 
period  thereafter  to  be  subject  to  inspection  by  both  parties. 

With  regards  to  the  adversary  hearing,  it  is  not  the 
intention  at  the  present  time  to  allow  this  to  develop  into  an 
adversary  proceeding;  however,  there  may  be  points  at  which  we 
will  allow  the  same  type  of  dialogue  which  we  allowed  the  other 
day  when  the  main  parties  to  this  proposal  were  present  and  in 
the  room  in  front  of  counsel. 

Needless  to  say,  the  Commissioner  is  interested  in, 
as  the  advertisement  said,  hearing  from  all  citizens  regarding 
Park  Plaza,  and  I  think  we  can  dispense  with  this,  Mr.  Mahoney, 
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and  allow  you  to  proceed.  We  intend  to  proceed  today  until  4:30. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Yes,  sir. 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  room  has  been  engaged  thereafter  on 
Monday,  and  we  will  continue  in  that  spirit  until  it  is  necessary 
for  another  recess. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:  You  have  your  right,  both  of  you,  to  an 
exception  from  my  statement  at  this  point.  That  is  the  best  I 
can  do  at  this  point. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  have  no  exception,  Mr.  Morris. 

MR.  MORRIS :   Do  'you  have  an  exception,  counsel? 
Proceed . 

MR.  MAHONEY:  As  I  have  indicated  in  the  record,  my 
name  i3  Charles  Mahoney,  and  I  represent  the  petitioners,  as 
has  been  indicated  earlier.   Some  of  the  petitioners,  who  are 
petitioners  in  this  case,  were  also  petitioners  at  the  prior 
hearing  conducted  by  the  Department  in  April  of  1972  on  the  urban 
renewal  plan  which  has  now  been  resubmitted  after  disapproval  by 
the  Department  on  June  9,  1972. 

For  the  record,  I  would  like  to  have  entered  into 
this  testimony  the  background  of  the  present  hearing.   It  will 
become,  I  think,  as  I  make  this  presentation,  clearer  as  to  the 
reason  for  the  inclusion  of  this  naterial.   The  persons  within 
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the  urban  renewal  area  have  been  subjected  to  the  blighting 
influence  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  for  nine  years , 
since  1954.... 

MR.  MORRIS:  Not  to  cut  you  off,  Mr.  Mahoney,  but 
again  —  I  didn't  want  to  touch  on  this  —  is  there  any  signifi- 
cant portions  of  this  which  you  are  reading  which  can  be,  for 
the  convenience  of  the  stenographer  and  ourselves,  accepted, 
without  being  read,  as  an  exhibit  into  the  record,  word  by  word? 
Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

MR.  MORRIS:   Back  on  the  record,  now.  You  can  pro- 
ceed. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Since  1964,  the  Authority,  through  one 
failing  device  after  another,  has  sought  to  institute  some  form 
of  an  urban  renewal  program  within  the  area  now  defined  as 
Park  Plaza.   It  is  evident  to  any  reasonable  citizen  that  such  a 
course  of  conduct  in  and  of  itself,  without  regard  to  any  other 
condition  or  influence,  creates  civic,  economic,  and  often  per- 
sonal hardship  upon  property  owners  and  those  who  live  and  work 
in  the  area  and  serves  to  depress  the  area  economically  and  to 
affect  the  conditions  therein. 

Initially,  nearly  a  decade  ago,  the  Authority's  first 
notions  for  renewal  of  this  area  were  to  have  been  carried  out 
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under  federal  urban  renewal  programs.  Those  programs  were  dis- 
approved by  the  federal  government  in  the  late  1950s.   There- 
after, the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  embarked  upon  a  program 
for  creating  the  Park  Plaza  project  as  a  nonfederal ly-aided  urban 
renewal  program.  The  Authority's  efforts  were  carried  out  largely 
in  secret,  in  concert  with  various  individuals  and  development 
entities  and  prior  to  the  adoption  of  any  urban  renewal  program 
by  the  Authority.  Mention  and  discussions  were  had  with  certain 
well-connected  interested  developers  who,  understandably,  coveted 
the  property  fronting  on  the  Public  Gardens  and  the  Common,  here 
known  as  parcels  A,  B,  and  C. 

By  the  late  1960s,  rumors  were  rampant  in  this  area, 
but  not  including  the  Combat  Zone,  that  a  developer  had  been 
selected.   I  personally  conferred  with  various  city  officials  as 
attorney  for  an  owner  in  this  area,  whose  economic  interests  were 
being  adversely  affected  by  the  Authority's  course  of  conduct  to 
determine  precisely  what  the  Authority  had  in  mind. 

I  might  also  state  for  the  record,  and  I'll  be  glad 
to  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have  about  the  circumstances 
that  I  represent  to  you,  that  that  owner  wanted  to  undertake 
substantial  further  renovation  of  a  major  nature  and  could  not 
do  so  because  of  the  condition,  namely,  that  the  Authority, 
though  it  had  not  adopted  an  urban  renewal  program  for  the  area, 
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had  conducted  itself  in  such  a  manner  that  it  had  caused  wide- 
spread knowledge  to  exist  that  it  was  contemplating  the  initia- 
tion of  an  urban  renewal  program  that,  in  fact,  a  developer  had 
been  represented.   I  will  return  to  this  point  specifically  with 
reference  to  the  question  of  decadence,  because  it  will  have  its 
application  there,  Mr.  Morris. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Are  you  going  to  mention  his  name  for 
the  record  now  or  later? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I'll  be  happy  to;  the  name  of  the  indi- 
vidual is  Michael  Moskow  and  he  is  the  owner  of  properties  at  24 
and  6  Park  Square.   I'll  check  this,  the  exact  properties,  but, 
so  you  will  know,  they  represent  that  portion  of  land  that's 
between  Carver,  Boylston,  and  Park  Square. 

At  no  time  did  the  Authority  seek  the  involvement  of 
persons  within  the  Park  Square  area  in  the  development  of  plans 
for  the  area  or  offer  an  opportunity  with  the  area  to  be  the  sub- 
ject of  a  lawful  urban  renewal  plan  to  become  developers  of  a 
parcel  or  parcels  within  the  area.  These  acts  constituted  bad 
planning  and  violated  what  are  generally  recognized  and  accepted 
as  desirable  procedures;  instead,  their  actions  were  shrouded 
in  secrecy  and  all  questions  were  turned  aside. 

As  we  shall  see  from  an  examination  of  the  record, 
the  Authority,  in  June  of  1970,  formally  embarked  upon  the  initial 
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steps  to  launch  this  disastrous  proposal  by  hastily  attempting  to 
declare  the  project  area  decadent.   Prior  to  that  action  in  June 
of  1970,  the  Authority  actually  had  the  audacity  to  advertise  in 
the  public  media  for  the  developer  interests,  evidence  of  its 
continuing  contempt  for  the  law  and  the  property  rights  of  the 
citizens  affected. 

Somewhere  along  the  line,  in  1970,  the  Authority  made 
a  critical  decision  to  seek  and  support  a  single  private  developer 
for  all  of  parcels  A,  B,  and  C,  which  they  decided  were  to  be 
leveled,  the  property  taken  away  from  the  owners,  and  turned 
over  to  a  private  developer.-  It  is  understandable  that  this 
decision  is  met  with  stiff  resistance  from  owners,  some  of  whom 
you  heard  from  during  the  course  of  this  hearing  and  from  resid- 
ents and  other  persons  who  have  made  their  livelihood  and  estab- 
lished their  businesses  within  the  project  area  of  parcels  A,  B, 
and  C,  particularly,  without  regard  to  the  defects  of  the  plan. 

So,  by  1970,  the  Authority,  which  in  an  earlier  day 
had  received  nationwide  acclaim  for  some  of  its  effort,  recog- 
nizing the  shift  away  from  extensively  sponsored  federal  urban 
renewal  projects,  was  an  authority  in  search  of  a  project  in 
order  to  justify  its  continued  existence. 

As  the  Department  noted  in  its  June  9,  1972,  decision 
and  as  is  clear  from  a  study  of  the  plan  and  supporting  documentation 
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submitted  at  this  hearing,  there  is  not  now  and  never  has  been  a 
plan  for  the  development  of  parcels  D  and  E,  the  so-called  Combat 
Zone.   In  truth,  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Plan  is  as  previ- 
ously submitted  and  as  resubmitted  here  absolutely  unchanged. 
It  is  a  scheme  to  take  away  private  properties  and  turn  it  over 
to  individuals  for  their  private  benefit.  This  unprecedented 
urban  renewal  plan  is  like  any  other  urban  renewal  program  in 
this  city — it  is  a  program  providing  for  private  renewal  purport- 
edly under  Chapter  121B  that  cannot  lawfully  be  approved  by  this 
Department  under  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  the  Constitution  of  this  Commonwealth,  and  the  laws  of 
the  Commonwealth  and,  in  justice,  we  submit  that  it  should  not 
be  approved. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Mr.  Mahoney,  you  made  a  statement  that 
the  project  cannot  be  approved  in  rccordance  with  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  and  the  State  Constitution. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Yes,  sir;  and  I  will  demonstrate  that 
to  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Are  you  going  to  do  that  at  this  point 
or  later? 

MR.  MAHONEY:  I  am  giving  you  an  overview  of  what  is 
to  come,  sir,  and  what  I  will  do  is  go  through  each  section,  Mr. 
Morris?  in  each  section  I  will  tie  it  so  you  will  have  no  doubt 
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in  your  mind  whatsoever,  what  statute,  what  law  ,  what  regulation, 
what  evidence  I  am  referring  to. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Most  people  here  are  lay  people,  and  I 
will  entertain  from  you  at  this  point  just  some  general  idea  of 
what  you  mean.  Many  of  these  people  may  not  be  able  to  come  back 
here  on  Monday,  Tuesday,  or  Wednesday  to  listen  to  thi3.   I  don't 
need  counseling  on  constitution  of  the  law. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  What  I  am  referring  to,  Mr.  Morris,  is 
the  fundamental  issue  of  the  right  to  exercise  the  power  of  emi- 
nent domain  by  the  sovereign  for  a  public  purpose,  in  short,  as 
you  shall  see  dealt  with  the  section  dealing  with  decadence. 
There  must  be  a  valid  public  purpose  in  order  for  there  to  be  a 
lawful  taking.  There  can  be  no  valid  public  purpose  here,  if 
there  is  no  decadence.   I  intend  to  demonstrate  to  you  by  the 
Authority's  evidence,  as  well  as  extrinsic  evidence,  that  there 
is  no  decadence  in  parcels  A,  B,  and  C  and,  that  being  so,  there 
can  be  no  lawful  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain;  and 
that  is  a  very  brief  capsulization  of  the  reasons.  And  to 
attempt  to  be  exercised  otherwise  or,  in  short,  for  the  Authority 
to  seek  to  take  away  private  property  and  turn  it  over  to  a  private 
developer  for  an  enormous  gain  and  profit,  which  I  hope  we  shall 
go  into,  Mr.  Morris,  in  the  record  of  this  proceeding  at  some 
length,  is  an  unconstitutional  act,  both  federally  and  under  the 
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State  Constitution. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  see.   You  don't  mind  me  interjecting 
on  occasions  and  making  these  statements? 

MR.  MA HONEY:  No,  sir.   Thank  you.   From  the  outset, 
when  the  plan  was  formally  submitted  to  the  Boston  City  Council 
for  its  approval  in  the  fall  of  1971,  two  forces  were  clearly  at 
work — those  opposing  were  directly  affected,  and  there  were  some 
concerned  citizens  and  a  few  leaders  of  neighborhood  associations 
who  had  then  perceived  the  difficulties  of  this  land,  the  ille- 
gality and  the  harm  it  could  do  to  the  overall  growth  and  devel- 
opment of  the  community;  there  were  others  led  by  the  Authority 
to  have  or  thought  they  might  have  some  direct  economic  benefits, 
who  were  joined  sadly  by  many  trusting  civic  leaders  and  journal- 
ists in  blind  support  of  this  plan. 

The  Legislature  wisely  had  sought  to  protect  the  pub- 
lic interest  by  requiring  various  levels  of  approval  for  such  an 
urban  renewal  program,  first  at  the  city  level  through  Council 
approval;  secondly,  approval  of  the  Department  must  be  obtained 
in  accordance  with  the  clearly-established  legislative  standards. 

As  you  know,  this  identical  plan  was  the  subject  of 
hearings  by  the  Department  under  Chapter  121B,  Section  48,  in 
April  of  1972,  and  it  was  disapproved  by  the  Department  on  June 
9th  of  '72;  thereafter,  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  Authority 
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unleashed  a  violent  attack  upon  various  Executive  Department 
officials  of  the  state  government  and  upon  this  testimony. 
Legislation  was  introduced  which,  if  passed,  would  have  stripped 
the  public  and  persons  affected  by  such  urban  renewal  programs 
of  the  minimal  rights  which  the  Legislature  had  afforded  them 
under  Section  48,  Chapter  121B. 

A  militant  demonstration  was  organized  and  held  on 
the  steps  of  the  State  Capitol  following  the  decision  of  the 
Department  disapproving  the  plan,  seeking  through  political  and 
public  pressure  to  force  a  reversal  of  the  departmental  decision. 
It  was  then  announced  that  the  plan  was  to  be  resubmitted  to  the 
Department.  The  Commissioner  was  made  the  subject  of  vitriolic 
attack  by  the  public  press  and  by  newspaper  editorials  and  con- 
tinued  to  clamor  for  departmental  approval  of  this  plan,  without 
regard  to  the  unlawful  procedures  and  standards  which  must  be 
followed. 

Since  June  of  1972,  on  information  and  belief,  and 
following  these  events,  various  meetings,  conferences,  and  com- 
munications have  taken  place  by  and  between  the  Authority  and 
city  officials,  the  Department,  and  various  state  officials  and 
perhaps  others,  for  the  purpose  of  attempting  to  persuade  the 
Department  to  approve  this  plan.  These  meetings,  conferences, 
and  communications  have  taken  place  between  June  9,  1972,  and 
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November  28,  1972. 

As  counsel  for  the  petitioners  at  the  prior  hearing, 
I  have  registered,  by  letter  and  by  telephone,  my  objection  to 
these  ex  parte  proceedings  and  communications  and  have  requested 
that  no  such  meetings,  conferences,  or  communications  take  place 
without  my  participation  and  presence,  so  that  the  interests  of 
those  whom  I  represented  at  this  prior  hearing  might  be  protected 
and  a  record  made  of  those  proceedings.   It  is  obvious  to  all, 
it  is  obvious  that  all  information  submitted  to  the  Department 
concerning  this  plan,  every  piece  of  information  from  the  date  of 
disapproval,  must  be  made  a  matter  of  record  and  included  in  this 
record,  if  the  rights  of  due  judicial  review  of  all  parties  are 
to  be  meaningfully  protected. 

For  the  record,  I  wish  to  state  that  my  requests  that 
I  be  allowed  to  be  present  at  these  ex  parte  meetings  has  not  been 
granted.  For  the  record,  I  also  wi3h  to  state  that,  while  I 
believe  the  decision  to  hold  these  ex  parte  meetings  and  sessions 
and  communications,  notwithstanding  my  request,  was  not  made  by 
the  Commissioner  for  a  discriminatory  purpose  at  all,  and  I  make 
no  such  or  place  the  persons  whom  I  represent  at  a  continuing 
disadvantage,  "nonetheless,  I  believe  that  it  has  constituted  a 
discriminatory  and  unlawful  practice  and  so  enter  it  in  the  record. 

MR.  MORRIS:   For  the  record,  the  Department  states 
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that  all  material  entered  into  this  record  submitted  to  the 
Department  is  the  subject  matter  of  the  public  hearing  now  being 
held  and  shall  be  made  available  to  every  citizen  of  the  Common- 
wealth, until  such  time  as  a  decision  has  been  rendered  otherwise 
in  this  respect  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Commun- 
ity Affairs.  For  the  record,  I  wish  to  state  those  records  are 
available  and  have  been  made  available  and  have  not  been  denied 
to  any  party,  to  our  knowledge  and  belief. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Excuse  me,  Mr.  Morris.  I  simply  don't 
understand  the  thrust  of  what  you  said,  and  I  seek  some  clarifi- 
cation, if  I  may,  Mr.  Morris". 

MR.  MORRIS:   We  want  in  the  record  at  this  point, 
because  it  is  a  public  record,  and  other  than  yourself  may  be 
reading  this  voluminous  record,  the  interjection  by  the  Hearing 
Officer  upon  information  and  believe  any  papers,  documents,  sub- 
mitted relative  to  Park  Plaza,  have  been  made  available  to  the 
public  and  have  not  been  denied  as  either  being  confidential  or 
of  any  other  nature. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  That  isn't  the  question  which  I  raised. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  am  just  putting  that  on  the  record. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Mr.  Morris,  so  it  may  be  clear,  perhaps 
I  have  not  made  myself  clear,  I'm  referring  specifically  to  the 
period  from  June  9,  1972,  the  date  of  disapproval,  to  November  28, 
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1972.   I  am  not  referring  to  the  formal  resubmitted  materials, 
copies  of  which  the  Department  has,  either  provided  copies  or 
permitted  as  access  to  the  materials  that  have  been  formally 
filed.   I  understand  that,  sir.  What  I  am  referring  to,  however, 
are  those  materials,  communications,  and  conferences,  all  memor- 
anda pertaining  to  them,  which  may  have  been  received  by  the 
Department  or  its  members  or  officials,  either  from  the  City  of 
Boston  or  from  the  Authority,  which  information  and  material  is 
relevant  to  the  determinations  to  be  made  at  this  resubmission. 
And  I  underline  resubmission. 

Are  you  saying,  sir,  that  those  materials  now, 
including  all  correspondence  and  all,  and  a  record  of  the  meet- 
ings that  were  held,  and  fly  materials  submitted,  may  be  examined? 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  find  no  reason  to  change  my  statement; 
that  anything  on  Park  Plaza  that's  before  the  Department  since 
the  original  submission,  up  to  the  point  of  resubmission  and  up 
to  the  point  of  this  hearing,  and  including  all  exhibits,  have 
been  and  shall  continue  to  be  made  available  to  the  public  as 
public  records,  unless  otherwise  ruled  by  the  Commissioner  at 
some  specific  point  of  request.  And  I  know  of  no  denial  of  such 
records,  memoranda,  or  whatnot  at  this  point.   For  the  record,  I 
wanted  to  make  that  statement. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   All  right. 
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MR.  MORRIS:   If  you  except  to  it... 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  do  except  to  it,  to  the  extent... 

MR.  MORRIS:  Give  an  example. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Yes;  I  shall  do  so  now. 

MR.  MORRIS:   All  right. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   First,  let  me  thank  you... 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  am  just  trying  to  help. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  appreciate  that.   I  thank  you  for  the 
clarification  of  that,  all  submitted  materials  and  correspondence, 
and  that  I  shall  make  immediate  arrangements  to  take  advantage 
of  your  offer. 

Secondly,  I  would  also  like  to  say,  however,  that  I 
have  not  at  any  time  been  permitted,  as  counsel  for  the  petitioners 
at  the  prior  hearing  and  as  counsel  for  these  persons  at  this 
resubmission,  to  be  present  at  meetings  and  conferences  by  and 
between  the  Department  and  its  officials  and  members  of  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  and  the  City  of  Boston,  Mr.  Morris,  con- 
cerning Park  Plaza  and  its  resubmission,  at  which,  for  the  record, 
it  is  obvious  that  there  are  many  ways  by  which  materials  may  be 
communicated,  either  in  writing,  orally,  and  the  like. 

As  I  will  demonstrate  subsequently  in  this  hearing, 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  material  nonexplained  in  this  record 
that  is  relevant  to  the  determinations  to  be  made  under  Section  48. 
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And  it  is  evident  as  well  that,  from  such  ex  parte  meetings,  in 
addition  to  any  other  form  of  communication,  information,  perhaps 
accurate  and  perhaps  inaccurate,  may  have  been  submitted  to  or 
transmitted  to  the  Commissioner  and  the  Department  without  the 
knowledge  or  benefit  of  those  who  are  opposing  this  plan  to  hear 
that  information,  be  privy  to  it,  and  be  able  to  rebut  it  or  com- 
ment upon  it  or  otherwise  protect  their  interest;  and  to  that 
extent,  our  rights  have  been  discriminated  against. 

MR.  MORRIS:  You  can  proceed,  Mr.  Mahoney.   Are  you 
clear  on  the  procedural  point? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   I  believe  I  am,  sir,  yes. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Proceed. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   All  right.   Now,  I  would  like  at  this 
time  to  request  that  each  of  the  documents,  Mr.  Morris,  that 
have  been  submitted  in  evidence,  which  were  submitted  at  the 
hearing  conducted  by  the  Department  on  the  urban  renewal  plan  in 
April  of  1972,  together  with  a  copy  of  the  transcript  of  that 
hearing,  be  now  introduced  into  the  transcript  and  record  of 
this  hearing  and  marked  on  the  exhibit  schedule  for  identifica- 
tion. 

MR.  MORRIS:  That  has  already  been  done,  Mr.  Mahoney. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  No,  Mr.  Morris;  excuse  me.   I  know  you 
did  it  ky  general  reference.   I'm  asking,  Mr.  Morris,  and  we  can 
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administratively,  perhaps,  arrange  to  do  this,  and  I  will  demon- 
strate to  you  why,  very  importantly,  in  a  moment. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Please  demonstrate  why  first. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   We  have  documents  which  have  been  sub- 
mitted by  the  Authority  to  the  Department,  which  are  grossly  in 
conflict  with  other  documents  that  have  been  submitted.   'There 
is  substantial  question,  as  I  shall  specifically  demonstrate,  in 
some  instances,  as  to  whether  those  documents  have  been  revised, 
altered,  or,  indeed,  even  tampered  with,  and  I  want  the  protec- 
tion for  these  taxpayers  on  this  hearing  of  specifically  marked 
and  identified  documents  for"  each  and  every  item  submitted. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Mr.  Mahoney,  according  to  my  memory  and 
my  checklist  here,  on  the  first  day,  after  the  notice  of  public 
hearing  was  introduced  as  Exhibit  1,  Letter  of  Rules  No.  2,  the 
Petition  for  the  hearing,  again,  which  you  made  the  appearance 
on,  of  today's  hearing,  No.  3,  the  old  submission,  including  a 
general  statement  of  all  the  old  material  was  included  as  Exhi- 
bit No.  4. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Respectfully  —  excuse  me  —  may  we 
take,  as  an  illustration,  to  be  clear... 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  will  stop  right  there.   Do  you  agree 
that  the  old  submission  in  its  entirety  is  in  evidence? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   The  difficulty,  Mr.  Morris,  is  that  a 
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Judge,  in  review  of  this  matter,  may  have  some  considerable  dif- 
ficulty by  understanding  precisely  what  was  meant  by  the  words 
•old  submission. '  There  are  certain  documents  of  substantial 
legal  significance  and  evidence  that  were  submitted  by  the 
Authority  at  the  prior  hearing  and  by  others  and,  if  you  would  be 
willing,  sir,  to  take  the  exhibit  record  from  the  prior  hearing 
and  give  numbers  for  identification  to  each  of  those  documents 
so  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  what  the  record  was  at  this  hear- 
ing, that  is  all  I  am  asking,  it  also,  Mr.  Morris,  would  facili- 
tate, if  you  will  bear  with  me  for  a  moment,  some  considerable 
ease  in  reference,  in  the  submission  of  materials,  if  I  could 
refer  to  them  as  specific  documents  in  the  record  of  this  hearing; 
otherwise,  what's  classified  as  old  supporting  documents,  for 
example,  or  old  hearing  documents,  we're  talking,  Mr.  Morris, 
perhaps  of  some  15  or  20  items,  if  they  were  individually  num- 
bered, then  I  think  there  would  be  greater  clarity  both  as  to 
their  authenticity  as  well  as  to  easy  identification,  and  it  is 
on  both  points  I  wish. . . 

MR.  MORRIS:  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

MR.  MORRIS:   Back  on  the  record.  As  stated,  there 
is,  for  this  hearing,  a  list  of  exhibits  which  have  been  placed 
in  evidence  by  the  Department  itself,  including  the  "old 
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submission, "  the  disapproval  letter  by  the  Commissioner  of  June  9, 
and  the  "new  submission."   In  addition,  there  are  other  letters 
and  whatnot,  a  long  string  of  exhibits,  that  have  been  already 
admitted  into  evidence  and  every  one,  including  the  public,  has 
had  a  right  to  speak  on  them. 

Now,  I  will  consider  that,  for  the  present,  that  is, 
the  list  of  exhibits, for  this  public  hearing.   If  Mr.  Mahoney 
separately  wishes  to  contact  the  Department  with  regard  to  the 
breakdown  of  exhibits  in  tie  last  hearing  and  come  in  here  on  his 
own  and  do  that  work  and  present  it,  we  will  inspect  it,  and  I 
will  give  other  counsel  a  right  to  look  at  it,  and  it  will  be 
presented  into  evidence.   Certainly,  you  can't  do  that  today. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  That's  all  right. 

MR.  MORRIS:  That  is  the  only  point  I  was  trying  to 


get  at. 


of. . . 


you  want. 


MR.  MAHONEY:   May  I  also,  then,  just  for  the  point 


MR.  MORRIS:  You  have  another  point  procedurally 


MR.  MAHONEY:   On  evidence  solely. 
MR.  MORRIS:   On  evidence. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Yes,  sir.   Again,  solely  for  the  purp- 
ose of  being  sure  we  have  a  clear,  unmistakable  record  upon  which 
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this  decision  is  to  be  based,  I  would  also  like  to  request  that 
what  we  may  call  the  resubmission  materials  be  similarly  identi- 
fied, that  is  to  say,  beginning  with  the  letter  of  transmittal 
and  all  of  the  attached  documents  and  supporting  documentation, 
so  there  again  can  be  no  question  as  to  what  the  Authority  prof- 
ered  and  when. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Again,  Mr*  Mahoney,  with  regards  to  the 
new  submission,  my  understanding,  and  I  haven't  checked  this,  is 
that  that  material  is  at  the  office  of  100  Cambridge  Street  and/or 
here,  and  it  is  now  Exhibit  No.  6.  You  have  the  right  to  examine 
that,  give  it  any  classification  or  order  of  sequence  you  want  to 
as  counsel.   If  you  want  to  put  that  into  evidence,  we  will  exam- 
ine it  and,  with  the  consent  of  other  counsel  for  the  proponents, 
that  can  be  introduced  in  evidence,  on  your  own  time.   Is  that 
satisfactory? 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Okay,  that  is  perfectly  all  right  with 
me.   I  have  no  objection  to  that. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Proceed.   Is  there  any  other  technical 
point  you  want  to  bring  up? 

MR.  MAHONEY;   Yes,  sir?  two  others.   I  also  would 
like  to  ask,  if  we  may,  on  the  business  of  your  earlier  ruling 
with  reference  to  materials  submitted  to  the  Department,  similarly 
cast  on  and  after  June  9th  to  the  present  date,  whether  we  may 
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similarly  have  them  so  marked  for  identification. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Only  if  they  are  relevant. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Of  course. 

MR.  MORRIS:   If  you  bring  them  in  or  are  planning  to 
secure  them  from  the  offices  and  will  present  them  publicly  at 
this  hearing. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Mr.  Morris ,  you  understand  they  are  not  in 
my  possession?  they  are  in  the  possession  of  the  Department.   I 
cannot  do  this  alone. 

MR.  MORRIS:  As  I  said,  there  is  no  bar  to  doing  your 
homework  either  here  or  at  100  Cambridge  Street.  This  office  and 
Department,  at  this  hearing,  is  not  prepared  to  do  that  type  of 
legal  research  at  this  point. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Okay;  all  right.  Now,  as  to  the  pro- 
cedural matters,  Mr.  Morris,  I  also  wish  to,  for  the  record,  say 
that  all  of  my  treatment  of  this  issue  will  be  on  the  basis  that 
this  is  a  resubmitted  plan  under  the  provisions  of  Section  48 
and  that  it  in  no  way  constitutes  a  new  submission.   It  is  a 
resubmission  of  the  old  plan;  and  the  significance  of  that,  I 
think,  will  also  be... I  intend  to  develop  with  reference  to  the 
evidence  which  I  earlier  cited  and  with  reference  to  the  stand- 
ards to  be  applied,  including  the  situation  of  June  9,  1972, 
which  I  understand  is  already  in  the  record. 
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MR.  MORRIS:   Yes,  it  is. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Okay.  Now,  I  would  like  to  say  that 
the  Department  may  not,  in  my  view,  lawfully  adopt  the  urban 
renewal  plan  purportedly  made  pursuant  to  121B  for  the  following 
reasons:   (1)   The  plan  has  not  been  approved  by  the  City  Council 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Chapter  121B.   You  heard  me,  Mr. 
Morris.   The  plan  has  not  been  approved  pursuant  to  the  provis- 
ions of  Chapter  121B;  (2)  the  approval  purportedly  granted  by 
the  City  Council  was  conditional,  and  those  conditions  have  not 
been  met  and  the  plan  is  null  and  void;  (3)   the  urban  renewal 
plan  does  not  conform  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality 
as  a  whole;  (4)   the  project  area  would  not,  by  private  enter- 
prise alone  and  without  either  government  subsidy  or  the  exer- 
cise of  governmental  power,  be  made  available  for  urban  renewal; 

(5)  the  proposed  land  uses  and  building  requirements  will 
afford  maximum  opportunity  to  privately-financed  urban  renewal 
but  not  consistent  with  the  soundness  of  the  locality  as  a  whole; 

(6)  the  financial  plan  is  not  sound;  (7)  the  project  area  is 
not  decadent,  substandard,  or  an  open  blighted  area;  (8)  the 
urban  renewal  plan  is  not  sufficiently  complete  as  required  by 
Section  1  of  Chapter  121B  and  Section  48  thereof;  (9)  the  relo- 
cation plan  has  not  been  and  cannot  be  approved  under  the  pro- 
visions of  Chapter  79A  and  under  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
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this  Department;  (10)  the  plan  is  contrary  to  the  public  inter- 
est; and  (11)  the  plan  does  not  serve  the  public  purpose. 

There  are  various  categories  under  those,  and  I'd 
like  now  to  proceed  to  consideration  of  the  evidence  under  each 
of  those. 

MR.  MORRIS:  May  we  have  a  few  minutes'  break  for 
the  stenographer's  benefit. 

(Recess.) 

MR.  MORRIS:   The  hearing  will  resume.  Mr.  Mahoney. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  The  first  category,  Mr.  Morris,  to 
which  I  address  ray  remarks,  is  the  plan  has  not  been  approved  by 
the  City  Council  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Chapter  121B. 

Chapter  121B,  Section  48,  states,  in  part  —  to  this 
specific  sentence  which  I  call  your  attention  —  "Whenever  a 
public  hearing  on  an  urban  renewal  plan  is  held,  notice  thereof 
shall  be  sent  to  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  together 
with  a  map  indicating  the  area  to  be  renewed." 

On  September  9  and  13,  1971,  the  Boston  City  Council 
published  notice  of  hearings  to  be  conducted  by  it  on  the  Park 
Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project,  submitted  by  the  Authority.   Such 
notices  appeared  in  papers  of  daily  circulation  in  Boston.  A 
copy  of  that  notice  has  been  introduced  into  the  prior  record  of 
the  proceedings,  and,  in  accordance  with  your  earlier  rulings. 
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the  time  of  the  next  hearing  —  I  will  refer  specifically  and 
have  that  enumerated  so  that  in  this  record  it  may  be  clear  — 
and  hearings  were  subsequently  held  by  the  Council  in  1971  on 
that  plan.   No  notice,  however,  was  provided  to  the  Massachusetts 
Historical  Commission  by  the  Boston  City  Council. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  this  newly  added  provision 
may  be  waived  either  by  the  Commission  or  by  the  Council.  The 
Legislature  has  directed  that  this  act  be  taken  as  one  additional 
means  for  the  protection  of  the  public  interest. 

The  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  failed  to 
submit  any  evidence  in  the  City  Council  hearings.   In  any  event, 
this  statutory  condition  has  not  been  met  and  such  approval  as 
given  by  the  Boston  City  Council  on  iSflylciiwbaa-  6,  1971,  is  invalid. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  statement  which  was  introduced  into  this 
record  yesterday  by  the  Executive  Secretary  or  Director  of  the 
Commission  —  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  —  makes  clear 
no  notice  was  given.   It  also  makes  clear,  as  did  the  testimony 
of  one  of  its  members  —  Mr.  Adams  —  a  nationally- recognized 
expert  on  historical  preservation,  that  the  Commission  had  views 
and  suggestions  and  important  information  which  the  Legislature 
intended  should  have  been  presented  to  the  Council  at  its  hear- 
ings prior  to  the  approval  of  the  plan  by  the  Council. 

I  further  suggest  that  a  careful  reading  of  that 
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statement,  approved  on  January  15,  1973,  makes  clear  that  it  was 
prepared  after  the  fact  of  Council  approval  and  to  state  submis- 
sion —  the  original  submission  and  this  resubmission  —  and 
could  not  have  avoided  being  influenced  by  the  public  and  offi- 
cial pressures  that  had  been  existent  to  permit  the  plans  for 
parcels  A,  B,  and  C  to  go  forward.   And  I  specifically  note  for 
parcels  A,  B,  and  C  to  go  forward. 

Note  the  focusing  upon  parcels  D  and  E  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  Historical  Commission.  They  are  referenced  to  the 
fact  that  no  plans  have  yet  been  formulated  for  these  two  parcels. 
Obviously,  they  have  tried  to  do  their  job  now,  after  the  fact  of 
City  Council  approval  and  to  avoid  direct  involvement  here  as 
either  a  proponent  or  an  opponent  of  the  plan. 

They  also  have  failed  to  understand,  however,  that 
even  these  later  efforts  to  save  some  parts  of  D  and  E  may  be 
doomed,  if  the  plan  is  approved  by  the  Department  as  submitted. 
The  evidence  is  also  significant  for  several  other  important 
reasons,  which  I  shall  more  fully  discuss  in  later  sections  of 
this  testimony.   But  let  me  point  out  here  that  the  Authority's 
own  evidence  is  that  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E  are  all  decadent  to  a 
point  warranting  total  clearance.   I  dispute  that  vigorously,  as 
I  shall  discuss  specifically  with  reference  to  parcels  A,  B,  and 
C. 
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One  thing  that  everyone  has  agreed  upon,  proponents 
and  opponents,  is  that  the  Combat  Zone  is  in  need  of  renewal  and 
is  decadent.   In  short,  this  is  the  only  portion  of  the  project 
area  that  may  be  decadent. 

The  Authority  now  says,  however,  that  A,  B,  and  C  are 
so  decadent  and  so  substandard,  so  affected  by  blighting  influ- 
ences, that  it  must  be  totally  cleared,  or  are  we  to  believe, 
as  they  have  given  the  Historic  Commission  to  believe,  that  the 
Combat  Zone,  parcels  D  and  E,  is  in  better  shape,  less  decadent? 
that  there  are  fewer  blighting  influences  and  fewer  substandard 
buildings  than  in  A,  B,  and  C?  And  I  use  those  terms  within  the 
definitions  of  the  Department's  regulations  and  as  defined  therein, 
Does  the  Authority  suggest  thefc  parcels  D  and  E  contain  buildings 
that  may  be  economically  rehabilitated? 

This  evidence,  that  of  the  Historic  Commission,  could 
not  have  better  demonstrated  why  the  Council  approval  on  Decem- 
ber 6,  1971,  cannot  have  lawfully  been  given.   It  is  a  defect  in 
this  plan  which  cannot  now  be  corrected  by  waiver  and  no  bond 
Council  can  safely  give  the  opinions  that  will  be  needed  to  carry 
out  the  90  to  100  percent  financing  scheme  proposed  by  the 
Authority  and  the  developer  to  finance  this  plan.   City  Council 
approval  purportedly  granted  by  them  was  conditional,  and  these 
conditions  have  not  been  met  and  the  plan  is,  therefore,  null 
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and  void. 

On  December  6,  1971,  the  Boston  City  Council  adopted 
a  resolution  approving  the  urban  renewal  plan  and  feasibility  of 
relocation  for  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project,  as  set  forth 
in  the  record  of  the  City  Council  on  that  date,  December  S,  1971, 
subject  to  certain  amendments  as  set  forth  in  that  City  Council 
record. 

I  would  like,  at  this  time,  to  ask  that  there  be 
marked  for  identification  as  an  exhibit  the  Council  record  of 
December  6,  1971. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Mr i   Mahoney  has  requested  that  proceed- 
ings of  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Boston... 

MR.  MAHONEY:   December  6th,  Mr.  Morris,  1971. 

MR.  MORRIS:   ...December  6,  1971,  be  marked  for 
identification  for  the  record. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Those  portions  dealing  with  the  Park 
Plaza,  most  of  which  are  material. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Those  portions  which  deal  with  Park 
Plaza. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Yes,  sir. 

MR.  MORRIS:  We  will  label  that  as  Exhibit  No.  35. 
for  the  record  (EXHIBIT  NO.  35.) 

MR.  MAHONEY:   On  that  same  date,  the  Council  approved, 
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as  is  set  forth  in  those  minutes,  a  Cooperation  Agreement  between 
the  City  of  Boston  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  with 
amendments,  as  set  forth  in  the  Council  record;  as  set  forth  in 
those  minutes,  the  amendments  to  the  Cooperation  Agreement  and 
to  the  plan  and  to  the  resolution  approving  the  plan  were  all, 
each  and  every  one  of  them,  expressly  conditioned  on  "acceptance 
by  the  Authority  of  all  changes  voted  by  the  City  Council."  And 
I  continue  to  quote:   "If  any  of  such  changes  are  not  affected 
by  the  Authority  or  Urban  in  the  Cooperation  Agreement, "  it  says 
"affected  by  the  Authority  or  the  City,  all  approvals  herein 
given  are  specifically  newly  filed  and  invalidated." 

The  Council  vote  went  on  to  stipulate  that,  "Should 
the  Authority  find  any  changes  unacceptable,  it  must  resubmit  the 
plan  for  City  Council  approval  with  written  notice  of  such  part 
or  parts  as  are  found  unacceptable  and  such  changes  recommended 
for  City  Council  action." 

One  of  these  changes  by  the  Council  on  which  its 
approval  was  conditioned  was  also  voted  on  December  6,  1971,  and 
now  appears  as  Article  13  to  the  Cooperation  Agreement,  and  later 
I  will  refer  to  the  specific  exhibit  of  that  agreement,  but  that 
which  was  executed,  I  believe,  on  January  6,  1972,  by  and  between 
the  City  of  Boston  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority. 

Article  13  provided,  "Within  one  year  of  the  date 
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hereof,  the  City  shall  have  caused..."  And  I  go  back,  "the  City 
shall  have  caused  appraisals  to  be  made  of  each  of  the  propert- 
ies in  disposition  parcels  4  and  5  (in  Stage  II) .   Such  apprais- 
als shall  establish  the  value  of  each  such  property  as  of  the 
date  hereof.   As  of  the  date  hereof.   And  shall  be  made  at  the 
initial  expense  of  the  City,  provided  that  the  City  shall  be 
reimbursed  for  such  expense  by  the  person  or  persons  selected  to 
develop  such  parcels  with  30  days  after  execution  by  him  or  them 
of  a  land  disposition  agreement.   Any  land  disposition  agreement 
entered  into  by  the  Authority  for  the  land  in  the  project  area 
shall  provide  in  a  fashion  satisfactory  to  the  Authority  that  no 
land  shall  be  acquired  by  the  Authority  or  the  redeveloper  in 
disposition  parcels  4  and  5,  whether  by  purchase  or  eminent 
domain,  at  less  than  the  sum  at  which  it  will  have  been  appraised 
on  behalf  of  the  City,  except  that  nothing  in  this  section  shall 
te  construed  to  require  the  City  or  Authority  or  developer  to  make 
payments  in  excess  of  fair  market  value  at  the  time  of  the  taking 
unle  ss  the  owner  has  made  every  effort  to  maintain  the  highest 
use  of  his  property." 

These  votes  are  reflected  in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan, 
the  cooperation  Agreement,  and  the  Resolution  of  the  City  Council 
in  approving  the  plan.   The  Authority  accepted  each  of  these 
provisions  and  formally  so  notified  the  Council  before  the  final 
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approval  by  the  Council  of  the  loan  order  for  Park  Plaza,  which 
occurred  on  December  22,  1971.   I  ask  that  you  take  note  of  the 
records  of  that  Council  proceeding.   If  you  wish  them,  I'll 
obta'in  them  and  have  them  introduced  here;  however,  your  attention 
is  called  to  the  fact  that  notwithstanding  this  acceptance,  the 
Cooperation  Agreement,  suited  by  the  city  and  the  Authority  on 
January  6,  1972,  provides,  in  Article  13,  contrary  to  the  vote 
of  the  Council,  that  appraisals  "need  not  be  prepared  until  one 
year  from  January"  hereof.   And  my  comment  is  that  "hereof"  is 
January  6,  1972. 

The  agreement  is  expressly  contrary  to  the  plan  and 
to  the  vote  of  the  City  Council,  to  the  vote  approving  the  resolu- 
tion and  to  the  vote  approving  the  Cooperation  Agreement.  As 
such,  on  its  face  it  is  contrary  to  the  requisite  approvals 
required  under  Chapter  121B,  Section  48.   Notwithstanding  that 
fact,  the  City  has  failed  for  the  period  December  6th  of  1971, 
through  the  period  December  6,  1972,  to  cause  such  appraisals  to 
be  prepared  establishing  the  fair  market  value  of  properties  in 
D  and  E  as  of  December  6,  1971. 

On  January  3rd,  1973,  the  Corporation  Counsel  of  the 
City  of  Boston  requested  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  to 
make  such  appraisals  at  the  city's  expense.   That  letter,  I 
believe,  has  already  been  introduced  into  evidence.   That  act 
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itself  was  contrary  to  the  vote  of  the  Council  which  directed  that 
the  city  was  to  make  such  appraisals,  not  the  Authority. 

On  January  5th,  1973,  the  Director  of  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,  and  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston, 
entered  into  an  agreement  by  the  terms  of  which  (1)  the  Authority 
arranged  for  Mr.  Morrissey,  the  B.R.A.'s  windshield  appraiser,  to 
make  these  appraisals;  and,  (2)  the  Authority  waived  the  require- 
ment in  the  Cooperation  Agreement  that  such  appraisals  be  made 
before  January  6,  1973,  and  extended  the  time  within  which  the 
city  was  to  cause  these  appraisals  to  be  made  to  a  date  six 
months  following  final  state,  approval  of  the  Park  Plaza  Urban 
Renewal  Plan.  That  letter  is  also  in  evidence,  that  letter  of 
January  5,  1973.  This  arrogant  act  is  plainly  contrary  to  the 
express  intent  of  the  Boston  City  Council.    It  deprives  by  fiat 
the  owners  of  parcels  D  and  E  of  a  protection  which  the  City 
Council  expressly  afforded  them. 

Let  me  also  stress  that  this  is  not  simply  an  academic 
or  procedural  matter;  it  has  very  substantial,  substantive 
effects  with  reference  to  the  people  in  D  and  E.  As  an  attorney 
experienced  in  eminent  domain  matters,  I  wish  to  advise  you  that 
the  Council's  directive  was  to  have  prepared  appraisals  made 
within  one  year  of  December  6,  1971.  The  reason  clearly  was  to 
provide  those  owners  with  the  fair  market  value  as  of  the  date 
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that  they,  the  Council,  had  approved  the  plan  before  their  val- 
ues are  further  adversely  affected  by  the  prospect  of  takings 
with  its  inevitable  loss  of  income  as  a  result  of  prospective 
takings. 

You  will  recall  that  the  council  also  provided  a  kind 
of  in  again,  out  again  production  in  which  D  might  be  in  and 
might  not  be  in,  and  if  you  look  at  the  record  of  the  Council, 
you  will  find  that  the  provision  modifying  the  plan  in  which  D 
and  E  might  be  in  within  a  period  of  three  years,  or  otherwise 
would  be  out,  which  appears  in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  that  pro- 
vision was  followed  by  the  adoption  of  this  specific  vote  on 
motion  of  now-Secretary  Thomas  Atkins.  Arid  I  was  present  at  the 
City  Council  and  listened  to  those  statements  that  were  made  by 
the  Council,  and  it  was  an  attempt,  after  many  of  us  had  expres- 
sed vigorous  opposition  to  what  we  thought  was  a  most  inequit- 
able provision,  inflicting  great  economic  uncertainty  and  almost 
bound  to  further  depress  D  and  E,  namely,  by  having  neither  cer- 
tainty as  to  its  being  in  the  plan  nor  freedom  of  it  being  with- 
out the  plan  for  a  period  of  three  years,  having  recognized  this 
gross  inequity  that  could  occur,  this  specific  what  I  will  call 
appraisal  vote  establishing  the  fair  market  date  as  of  December 
6,  1971,  was  proposed  and  adopted. 

While  the  taxpayers  believe  that  this  well-intentioned 
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provision  ia  at  best  also  illegal,  in  that  it  is  discriminatory 
&a   between  the  owners  of  A,  B,  and  C,  I  pause  momentarily  to  call 
your  attention  to  the  development  schedule  which  appears  as  an 
exhibit,  I  believe,  labeled  A  to  the  present  Letter  of  Intent... 
It's  not  numbered  as  an  exhibit. . .dated  November  28,  1972,  by 
and  between  the  Authority  and  Boston  Urban  Associates. 

In  that  schedule,  you  will  note  that,  for  example, 
an  owner  in  one  of  the  parcels  far  down  the  road,  perhaps  13,  14 
y  ears  away,  is  discriminated  against  by  virtue  of  the  provision 
appearing  in  the  plan,  which  affords  a  fair  market  value  payment 
as  of  December  6,  1971,  for  persons  within  D  and  E,  but  no  such 
value  for  persons  in  parcels  C,  B,  and  A.  '  This  is  simply  one 
additional  ancillary  constitutional  and  discriminatory  defect 
that  is  violative  of  the  14th  Amendment  of  the  federal  Consti- 
tution.  It  is  an  action  by  the  sovereign  which,  approved  by  you, 
Commissioner,  would  constitute  a  state  action  discriminating  by 
and  between  the  property  rights  of  persons  in  parcels  D  and  E 
and  those  in  parcels  A,  B,  and  C,  and  as  such  is  one  additional 
legal  and  very  serious  and  very  substantive  economic  deficiency 
of  this  plan,  in  that  it  is  discriminatory  against  the  persons 
in  A,  B,  and  C,  and  indeed,  perhaps  others  in  this  community  who 
suffer  taking  by  the  sovereign. 

I  don't  mean  to  suggest  its ^plication  may  not  be 
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also  discriminatory  to  others.  But,  coming  back,  now,  to  the 
main  point  which  I  undertook  here,  that  while  we  believe  that 
this  provision  was  well-intentioned,  however  illegal,  it  also  is 
a  provision  which  suffers  a  further  legal  consequence,  namely,  of 
making  the  plan  incomplete  and  thus  not  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  Section  1,  Chapter  121B,  which  is  the  plan  in  the 
present  form  now  before  us,  and  the  Cooperation  Agreement.  Each 
and  every  one  of  them,  then,  are  made  mil  and  void  by  that  act 
of  the  City  Council  and  the  subsequent  acts  as  ratified  by  the 
letters  of  January  3rd  and  January  5th,  1973,  respectively,  as 
introduced  into  evidence  for"  the  record  of  this  proceeding. 

This  circumstance  is  all  the  more  grievous  when  one 
considers  the  Authority  must  have  now  expended  literally  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars  of  the  taxpayers'  money  in  its  attempt  to 
fashion  and  promote  this  illegal  and  unconstitutional  plan;  and 
that  money,  I  point  out,  even  under  their  new  Letter  of  Intent, 
will  never  be  recovered  from  this  developer  under  the  terms  of 
the  deposit  arrangements,  as  we'll  discuss  later  when  we  go  into 
the  Letter  of  Intent. 

The  developers  have  said  they  have  spent  $650,000; 
owners  and  tenants  within  the  affected  areas  have  suffered 
severe  economic  hardship  as  the  result  of  this  latest  assault  by 
the  Authority  in  the  guise  of  Park  Plaza.  This  Department  has 
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expended  an  enormous  amount  of  time  in  the  conduct  of  public 
hearings  and  incurred  unknown  expense  of  tax  monies  in  reviewing 
the  prior  plan  and  the  present  resubmission.  Even  the  General 
Court  was  placed  under  political  seige  at  its  last  session  in  an 
ill-considered  attempt  to  make  legal  that  which  was  plainly  illegal, 
Citizens'  groups  throughout  the  community  have  been  aroused  and 
thousands  of  union  members  were  organized  and  misled  into  an 
assault  upon  the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealth  on  behalf  of  this 
plan. 

His  Excellency,  the  Governor,  and  his  staff  have  also 
expended  substantial  time  in  this  matter.  Now  we  find,  after  all 
this,  that  this  Authority  in  the  city  had  vitiated  the  council 
approval  of  the  plan  and  the  Cooperation  Agreement.  And  we  are 
now  all  before  you  on  a  plan  which  is  a  nullity. 

And  now,  I  turn  my  attention  to  the  third  matter,  the 
Urban  Renewal  Plan  fails  to  conform  to  a  comprehensive  plan. 
Excuse  me;  I'm  sorry.  Yes,  Mr.  Morris. 

MR.  MORRIS j   Just  for  the  benefit  of  the  Department, 
and  we  may  be  going  back  a  bit  to  when  you  made  statements  about 
dates  involving  the  city  and  Authority,  January  dates,  et  cetera, 
there  is  some  lack  of  clarity  as  to  these  particular  agencies 
you  were  referring  to,  what  happened,  and  the  dates,  as  you 
referred  to  them  on  exhibits  already  in  evidence.  Could  you 
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sort  of  restate  that  position? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Yes,  sir.   Let  me  go  back,  if  I  may, 
and  recap  what  happened  and  in  what  sequence. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

MR.  MORRIS:  The  question  is  the  distinction  between 
what  the  city  did  relative  to  these  acts  or  actions  or  conditions 
of  approval,  et  cetera,  as  opposed  to  the  Redevelopment  Authority, 
what  it  was  required  to  do,  if  anything,  and  what,  in  fact,  was 
or  was  not  done  relative  to  these  conditions  proposed  by  the 
agencies. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  All  right.   If  I  may  refer  you  specifi- 
cally, now,  to  three  significant  votes,  and  that  is  why  I  gave 
you  the  copy  of  the  December  6th  proceeding;  and  then,  finally, 
to  an  overall  general  vote  applicable  to  each  of  the  documents. 
We  are  focusing  upon  three  approval  actions. . .One,  of  a  Coopera- 
tion Agreement;  two,  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan;  and,  three,  of 
the  Resolution  of  the  Council... in  connection  with  that  Urban 
Renewal  Plan,  and  they  are  distinct  in  and  of  themselves,  and 
two  and  three  should  not  be  mixed  together.   I  submit,  in  an 
analysis  of  this,  those  actions  each  occurred  on  December  6,  1971. 
It  was  also  adopted  by  the  City  Council  in  an  express  vote  which 
was  applicable  to  each  of  the  three  actions  taken. 
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That  vote,  just  recapitulating  the  sense  of  that 
vote,  as  I  stated  it  literally  earlier,  was  that  if,  in  some 
instances.  Urban  and  the  Authority,  as  it  dealt  with  the  resolu- 
tion, and,  in  some  instances,  the  Authority  and  the  city  as  it 
dealt  with  the  Cooperation  Agreement,  failed  to  (a)  accept  the 
conditions,  first,  or  (b)  failed  to  effect  —  and  that  is  the 
word  —  to  effect  the  changes  required  by  their  votes,  then, 
they  said,  and  what  is  really  a  most  extraordinary  act,  in  lit- 
erally these  words.  It  is  our  intent  that  the  approval  so  given 
shall  be  null  and  void. 

You,  Mr.  Morris/  as  an  attorney,  and  other  members 
of  the  panel,  I  know  will  appreciate,  often  we  are  left  to 
inference  and  surmise  as  to  what  a  deliberate  legislative  body 
intended  to  do.  And  again,  I  can  tell  you,  because  I  was  a  wit- 
ness at  those  long,  unhappy  hours  at  that  City  Council  hearing, 
there  was  expressed  by  one  and  all  of  the  Councillors,  those 
favoring  and  those  opposing,  that  each  and  every  change  which 
was  made  in  the  plan  o  r  in  the  Cooperation  Agreement  must  be 
accepted,  and  then  they  put  in  an  executory  clause  with  refer- 
ence to  the  Cooperation  Agreement  —  Mr.  Kovel,  coming  to  you 
—  with  reference  to  the  city  and  the  Authority,  namely,  that 
between  December  6,  1971  —  not  January  6,  1971  —  and  December 
6,  1972,  that  the  city,  and  I  underline  'city, *  it  does  not  say 
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the  Authority,  it  says  the  city,  shall  have  caused  appraisals  to 
be  made  as  of  December  6,  1971,  to  establish  the  fair  market 
value  of  those  properties  in  D  and  E.  The  reason,  again,  being 
for  that  which  I  explained,  that  they  had  put  in  this  unusual 
amendment  to  the  plan  that  had  D  and  E  possibly  in,  D  and  E  pos- 
sibly out,  depending  on  further  executory  circumstances  that  were 
to  occur  within  a  3-year  period. 

Now,  the  evidence  shows  —  not  my  evidence;  the  evi- 
dence submitted  by  another  at  this  hearing  —  that,  on  January 
3rd,  the  letter  written  by  the  Corporation  Counsel  of  the  city  of 
Boston  to  Mr.  Kenney,  in  which,  for  some  reason  unknown  to  me, 
and  in  defiance  of  the  Council  vote,  he  asked  the  Authority  and 
rewrote,  if  you  will  —  I  put  in  quotes  —  the  vote  of  the  city 
Council  in  approving  the  Cooperation  Agreement,  striking  out 
the  word  •city'  and  substituting  the  word  'Authority.'  He  said, 
in  sum.  Please  cause  the  appraisals  to  be  made  on  behalf  of  the 
city.   I  submit  to  you  that,  if  the  City  Council,  which  was  act- 
ing on  a  matter  with  the  interest  of  the  city  and  the  Authority 
very  clearly  before  it,  it  wanted  the  Authority  to  make  those 
appraisals,  it  would  have  had  the  Authority  do  so.  And  this  is, 
again,  not  a  mere  academic  matter. 

You  recall  in  the  prior  hearing,  and  you'll  hear 
again  now,  in  this  hearing,  there  was  some  considerable  heat 
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over  the  provisions  in  the  Letter  of  Intent  that  this  Authority 
had  agreed  to  allowing  the  developer  to  pick  appraisers  and  the 
like  for  its  property.  And  the  Councillors  were  extremely  sensi- 
tive to  the  objections  of  owners  that  did  not  trust  this  Author- 
ity, that  felt  this  Authority  had  demonstrated  that  it  had  com- 
promised its  independence  and,  in  response  to  that,  they  vested 
that  in  the  city  and  in  the  Authority. 

So,  by  the  January  3rd  letter,  Mr.  Gleason  attempts 
to  amend  the  Council  resolution  and  the  Cooperation  Agreement  by 
substituting  'Authority'  for  'city.' 

Secondly,  he  also  then  —  not  he,  but  Mr.  Kenney  — 
he,  by  his  quite  remarkable  letter  of  January  5th  proceeds  to 
undo  all  of  that  which  the  Council  expressly  did,  namely,  he 
decides  that  the  appraisals  don't  have  to  be  done,  now  they  can 
be  done  at  some  future,  indefinite  time,  and  that  being  whenever 
that  might  be,  upon  approval  of  the  final  approval  of  the  state 
of  the  plan;  and,  just  for  the  record,  Mr.  Kovel,  let  me  point 
out  that  that,  as  well,  as  we  know,  if  this  should  result  in 
litigation,  could  be  a  matter  of  six  months  to  three  or  four 
years  of  litigation,  I  think  it  would  be  fair  to  say,  if  your 
Department  unhappily  were  to  approve  this  plan  that's  before  you. 

That  being  the  case,  this  is  an  arrangement  which  so 
utterly  vitiates  that  which  the  Council  expressly  provided;  that 
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I  suggest  to  you  that  we're  all  here  wasting  our  time;  that 
there  is  no  lawfully  approved  urban  renewal  program. 

I  have  suggested  to  you  three  other  reasons  why  that 
is  the  case,  one  of  thera  being  we  now  have  clearly  in  evidence 
before  you,  with  reference  to  the  Historic  Commission,  and  I 
have  also  suggested  to  you  that  the  other  provisions  and  defects 
of  those  provisions  are  directly  violative  of  the  constitutional 
rights  of  the  persons  affected  by  virtue  of  the  discrimination 
argument,  and  that,  if  you.  Commissioner,  were  to  approve  this 
plan,  that  would  constitute  state  action  violative  of  the  14th 
Amendment  of  the  federal  Constitution,  and  would  make  this  plan 
for  another  reason  inherent  in  this  same  provision  utterly  null 
and  void. 

well,  we  have  suffered  a  great  deal  already  in  this 
point  and  we  have  got  many  hours  ahead  of  us  down  the  road.  I 
felt  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  waited  until  the  end  of  my  presenta- 
tion to  advise  you  that  I  think  you  are  here  on  a  fool's  errand, 
provided  only  by  virtue  of  the  Authority's  gross  incompetency. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Are  you  resting  your  case,  Mr.  Mahoney? 

MR.  MAHONEY:  No,  sir,  I  am  not  resting  my  case.   I 
am  proceeding. 

MR.  MORRIS:  We  will  proceed  for  25  more  minutes. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Okay.  Next  subject  of  presentation  is 
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urban  renewal  plan  fails  to  perform  to  comprehensive  plan  as  to 
the  locality  as  a  whole. 

Chapter  12lB#  Section  48,  prohibits  approval  by  the 
Department  of  any  urban  renewal  plan  unless  the  Department  finds 
that  the  urban  renewal  plan  is  based  upon  a  local  survey  and 
conforms  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as  a  whole?  and 
I  underscore  the  words  'a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as 
a  whole. ' 

No  general  plan  and  no  certified  workable  program 
exists.  You  will  note  in  the  presentation  of  the  materials  by 
the  Authority,  and  again,  I'm  sorry  we  don't  have  the  document 
reference,  that  the  Authority  has  itself  stated  that  its  workable 
program  has  been  certified  only  to  July  1,  1972.  We  do  not  sug- 
gest that  the  city,  independent  of  that,  but  the  city  has  failed 
to  undertake  a  survey,  a  local  survey  as  is  provided  in  the 
first  portion  of  this,  but  we  do  dispute  that  they  do  not  have  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as  a  whole. 

We  recognize  that  there  was  adopted  early  in  the 
1960s  a  general  plan  for  Boston  which  has  been  labeled  1965  - 
1975,  General  Plan  for  Boston.  What  is  evident,  however,  is 
that  the  Authority  itself,  11  years  after  the  certification  of 
the  general  plan,  has  filed  in  the  record  of  this  hearing,  in 
part  three  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  extensive  — 
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I  micjht  say  exhaustive  —  materials,  clearly  demonstrating  on  the 
Authority's  own  counts,  that  (1)  the  knowledge  that  the  existing 
plan  does  not  meet  the  economic,  social,  and  fiscal  needs  of  this 
decade;  (2)  it  recognizes  the  need  for  a  new  general  plan  and 
that  the  old  plan  is  no  longer  comprehensive;  (3)  is  working 
towards  the  adoption  of  a  new  plan  which  it  shortly  intends  to 
take.  Note  their  description  of  Boston's  social  and  economic 
development  meeting  the  needs  of  the  city  and  its  people. 

Recent  experience  and  future  prospects  and  the  emerg- 
ing development  strategy  all  under  part  three  of  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  "A  new  approach  to  citywide  planned  development 
is  superseding  the  earlier  concentration  on  the  urban  renewal 
project  planning.  New  planning  and  project  directions  are 
already  underway  to  implement  Boston's  emergent  development 
strategy.  A  new  10-year  general  plan  is  being  completed  for  full- 
blown, long-term  program  implementation  of  Boston's  development 
strategy.  The  new  plan  will  be  the  successor  to  the  urban  renewal 
project  or  1965  -  1975  general  plan."  All  those  quotes  are  at 
pages  32  and  3  of  Section  3  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

There  follows  in  the  subsequent  pages  the  Authority's 
views  and  findings,  its  hopes  and  its  aspirations,  on  how  they 
propose  to  alter  the  plan  in  which  they  had  been  embarked  over 
the  last  decade,  and  what  their  new  plan  —  what  they  call  their 
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new  strategy  —  will  bring  to  Boston.   "This  strategy..."  And  by 
the  way,  these  appear  at  pages  45  to  49,  and  you  will  note  that 
49  is  then  numbered  50,  51,  52,  53,  and  54,  but  it's  the  same 
page  49,  so  don't  get  discouraged.   "This  strategy  is  already  in 
the  early  development  stages,  in  the  early  stages  of  implementa- 
tion, of  planning  and  development  process  already  under  way,  is 
marshaling  ambitious,  new  identified  programs  and  projects." 

In  subsequent  pages,  the  objectives  and  accomplish- 
ments of  their  new  directions  are  outlined.  Assured  of  the  econ- 
omic prospects  for  growth  and  jobs  and  income;  launch  a  major 
new  citywide  urban  planning  and  development  effort  to  upgrade 
the  city  as  a  place  to  live.  /'Boston  needs  and  can  carry  out  a 
new  major  citywide  urban  planning  and  development  program,  com- 
bining a  broader  horizon  for  commercial,  residential,  and 
environmental  development  of  the  city  core  area  with  new  approaches 
towards  the  revitalization  and  upgrading  of  the  city's  neighbor- 
hoods. This  will  involve  a  broadening  of  the  earlier,  older 
concentration  on  urban  renewal  project  planning.  City  core  area 
strategy;  planning  and  development.  Note  their  development  to  — 
and  this  is  most  important  —  "the  drying  up  the  federal  funds 
requires  a  new  technique  and  new  plan  relying  on  the  private 
sector  financing  for  the  development." 

The  old  plan,  I  might  state  for  the  record,  having 
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relied  clearly  upon  federal  funding.  Neighborhood  development 
strategies;  planning  and  development?  housing  development  pro- 
gram for  low  and  moderate-income  families?  open  space  planning? 
manpower  training  and  education  quality  upgrading?  completion  of 
urban  renewal  project  planning?  tourism  development  and  new 
approaches  to  financial  urban  development,  public  and  private. 
And,  in  short,  you  will  find  that  they  have  set  forth  some  11  or 
12,  and  it  clearly  identified,  in  their  own  terms,  their  new 
general  plan  directives  that  are  in  conflict  with,  they  say,  the 
present  general  plan.  And  I  urge  you  to  read  those  pages  very 
carefully. 

Then  they  go  on  to  say,  at  pages  69  and  70,  that  its 
Park  Plaza  Project  is,  in  reality,  —  this  is  a  quote  —  "is,  in 
reality,  the  cornerstone  of  its  new  general  plan,  while  the 
material  contained  in  part  three  is  often  vague,  indefinite,  and 
certainly  sometimes  inaccurate,  it  is  nonetheless  clear  evidence 
that  the  Authority  admits  that  the  1962  general  plan  is  no 
longer  relevant,  that  it  has  involved  the  new  general  plan,  and 
that,  for  better  or  worse,  the  Park  Plaza  Project  represents 
their  new  plan  and  "strategy,"  that  the  admission  that  the  cen- 
tral business  district  failed  federal  approval  and  relied  on 
federal  funding,  that  it  has  been  abandoned  as  a  manifestation 
of  the  fact  that  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  project  does  not 
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conform  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as  a  whole. 

The  second  reason  is  there  is  no  relocation  plan  for 
the  Combat  Zone  and  there  is  no  showing  that  provision  for  its 
relocation  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  Chapter  79A  is  to  be 
met  in  conformance  with  the  general  plan  approved  in  1962. 

Since  the  date  of  the  last  hearing  in  April  of  1972, 
and  the  disapproval  of  the  plan  on  June  9th  of  1972,  by  this 
Department,  the  Authority  organized  and  undertook  a  study  of  the 
Combat  Zone.  One  of  the  primary  purposes  of  this  study  undertaken 
by  the  Authority  was  to  reevaluate  questions  which  had  been 
raised  by  vociferous  community  groups  as  arguments  against  the 
plan,  primarily  arising  out  of,  and  understandable,  apprehension; 
if  the  so-called  Combat  Zone  were  to  be  taken  and  demolished,  it 
would  have  to  be  relocated  somewhere,  and  they  desired  to  know 
where. 

The  Authority  publicly  announced  this  study,  and  I 
understand  that  there  are  a  number  of  community  leaders  who  were 
appointed  to  a  committee  to  assist  the  Authority  in  connection 
with  this  study.   I  now  request  that  you  obtain  the  names  of 
these  persons  from  Mr.  Kenney,  and  I  will  point  out  to  you  that 
Mr.  Kenney,  in  answer  to  a  question  the  other  day,  denied  that 
such  a  study  had  been  undertaken  and  denied  that  any  report  had 
been  submitted.   I  suggest  that  his  denial  does  not  fit  the  truth 
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and  the  facts  and  make  that  representation  to  you  for  the  purposes, 
again,  Mr.  Morris,  of  suggesting  and  delineating  one  of  the  areas 
that  I  would  like  to  examine  into. 

MR.  MORRIS:   At  this  point? 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Yes,  sir.   I  will  lay  a  further  founda- 
tion, if  you  would  like,  Mr.  Morris.  There  is  more  factual 
material  perhaps  you  should  know  before  you  make  a  decision. 

MR.  MORRIS:  On  that  point. 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Yes,  sir. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Do  you  want  to  continue  on  that  point 
before  we. . . 

MR.  MAHONEY:   If  you  would  like  to.   I  thought  per- 
haps you  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  general  thrust. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Finish. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  I  also  understand  from  informed  sources 
that,  as  a  result  of  that  study,  a  report  has  been  communicated 
to  Director  Kenney.  I  further  understand  that  the  essential 
thrust  of  the  conclusion  of  the  study  is  that  the  Combat  Zone 
cannot  and  should  not  be  relocated;  that  if  it  were  to  be  relo- 
cated in  any  of  the  downtown  areas  within  the  core  city,  such 
relocation  would  be  detrimental  to  the  existing  neighborhoods 
and  uses  and  would  be  objectionable  to  representatives  of  all  of 
the  residential  areas  of  the  core  city,  such  as  the  Back  Day, 
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Beacon  Hill,  the  South  End,  the  North  End,  South  Cove,  ;  id  Bay 
Village.   Why  has  Mr.  Kenney  not  made  the  report  public?  Why 
has  he  not  presented  it  to  the  Department? 

I  suggest  that  the  answer  is  obvious.   It  is  further 
evidenced  that  the  Park  Plaza  project  as  conceived  by  the  Author- 
ity and  set  forth  in  the  urban  renewal  plan  is  not  feasible  and 
is  not  consistent  with  the  comprehensive  plan  of  the  locality  as 
a  whole.  I  thought  you  should  have  that. 

I  have  a  2-part  request,  sir. 

MR.  MORRIS:  What  is  the  first  part? 

MR.  MAHONEY:  That  the  Department,  as  distinguished 
from  myself,  sir,  request  of  the  Authority  that  they  produce  full 
information,  including  the  committee  membership,  the  nature  of 
this  study,  consultants  who  have  worked  on  it,  and  the  reports 
of  that  study  endeavor  with  reference  to  the  Combat  Zone.  Speci- 
fically, now,  for  the  reason  that  I  believe  it  will  show  that  it 
does,  it  conflicts  with  the  plan  with  reference  to  D  and  E,  con- 
flicts with  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  community  as  a  whole. 

Secondly,  that  I  be  allowed  to  question  Mr.  Kenney 
with  reference  to  this  subject  matter. 

MR.  MORRIS:  All  right,  now,  you  were  here  when  Mr. 
Kenney  stated  that  there  was  such  a  study;  that  it  was  not 
at  that  time  complete.   is  that  a  part  of  the  general  testimony? 
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MR.  MAHONEY:   I  think  that  is  a  generous  paraphrase 
of  Mr.  Kenney* s  testimony,  Mr.  Morris. 

MR.  MORRIS s  Have  you  any  other  reason  to  think  they 
will  say  anything  additional? 

MR.  MAHONEY:   Let's  take  it  step  by  step.   I  will 
withdraw  the  second  request,  if  you  wish,  until  we  see  what  he 
does  with  the  first  one. 

MR.  MORRIS:  Well,  you  feel  it  is  necessary  to  the 
submission  in  the  spirit  with  which  Mr.  Kenney  spoke  the  other 
day,  when  he  said  any  information  and  material  he  will  either  try 
to  make  available  or  make  a  'statement  on  or  do  it  in  person.  We 
will  transmit  that  herewith,  their  representatives  are  here,  from 
t  he  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  and  ask  them  to  take  notice 
of  that  request  and  arise  and  state  now  whether  it  is  in  their 
opinion  a  reasonable  request  or  not. 

MR.  McCANN:   I  believe  the  Director,  Robert  T.  Kenney, 
has  stated  the  study  has  not  been  completed,  so  it  could  not  be 
produced . 

MR.  MORRIS:  Can  you  produce  what  he  has  up  to  the 
present  time  or  information  that  is  available  up  to  the  present 
time? 

MR.  McCANN:   I  cannot  answer  that. 

MR.  MORRIS:   Will  you  find  the  answer  out  and  give 
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us  that  answer  at  the  next  meeting  so  we  can  respond  to  the  first 
request?  We  have  no  subpoena  powers  and  all  we  want  to  do  is 
let  it  be  known  the  Commission  is  willing  to  have  that  informa- 
tion transmitted  in  accordance  with  counsel's  request,  if  it  is 
available  and  if  it  is  reasonable  by  all  parties.   If  it  doesn't 
exist,  if  it's  a  ghost,  I  don't  know  what  we  can  do  about  it. 
That  includes  the  membership  of  the  committee,  the  precise  things, 
counsel,  that  he  stood  up  and  asked  for.   If  there  is  such  a 
committee,  if  there  is  such  a  report,  a  partial  report,  that  has 
some  relevance  to  the  finding,  if  that  is  feasible  or  possible, 
we  ask  merely  that  you  try  to  present  that  in  the  spirit  that  we 
spoke  of  the  other  day  when  Mr.  Kenney  and  Mr.  Zuckerraan  gave 
their  testimony.  All  right.  Does  that  satisfy  you? 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Yes,  sir;  for  the  moment. 

MR.  MORRIS:  No  exceptions? 

MR.  MAHONEY:  Not  for  the  moment.   I  will  return, 
however,  depending  upon  the  Authority's  request  to  the  other 
matter.  Thank  you. 

MR.  MORRIS:   I  understand.  We  are  in  agreement. 

MR.  MAHONEY:  May  I  call  your  attention  specifically 
to  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  so-called,  at  pages  19 
and  20  of  the  supporting  documentation. 

The  Authority  presents  a  very  weak  case,  indeed. 
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concerning  the  problem  of  relocation  of  the  alcoholic  beverage 
license  holders  within  parcels  D  and  E.  They  talk  wistfully  of 
a  lapse  in  which  certain  alcoholic  beverage  licenses  will  retire. 
This  problem  is  not  to  be  lightly  dismissed.   It  affects  every 
homeowner  and  resident  of  the  core  city  as  well  as  the  individu- 
als directly  affected. 

Admittedly,  there  are  many  persons  within  the  commu- 
nity with  strong  views  that  much  of  the  present  usages  within  the 
Combat  Zone  are  objectionable  on  moral  or  other  grounds  and  off- 
ensive to  what  sometimes  has  been  called  the  Boston  Ethic. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  many  within  the  commu- 
nity who  recognize  that  the  type  of  establishments  complained  of 
that  now  center  there  are  likely  to  continue  to  exist  in  any 
large  metropolitan  city  and  that  it  is  wholly  unrealistic  and 
perhaps  even  undesirable  for  responsible  officials  to  pretend 
otherwise. 

The  demolition  of  Scollay  Square  is  at  least  a  par- 
tial example  of  the  substantial  problem  involved  in  relocating 
such  usages. 

It  is  ironic  that  the  Authority,  which  in  reality 
has  no  plan  for  the  renewal  of  the  Combat  Zone  and  certainly  has 
no  financially  sound  plan  for  the  Combat  Zone,  nor  any  reloca- 
tion plan  for  the  Combat  Zone,  is  now  caught  in  its  own  web  and 
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pretext.   On  the  one  hand,  they  must  pretend  they  have  a  complete 
urban  renewal  plan  as  defined  in  Section  1  of  Chapter  121B,  in 
order  that  the  Department  may  pretend  to  make  a  finding  that  the 
urban  renewal  plan  is  sufficiently  complete;  on  the  other  hand, 
they  are  deliberately  vague  and  indefinite  on  the  matter  of  the 
relocation  of  the  present  occupants  of  the  Combat  Zone,  knowing 
full  well  that  any  serious  proposal  to  relocate  them  would  set 
off  such  a  hue  and  cry  from  every  neighborhood  in  the  city,  which 
would  demonstrate  that  the  plan,  therefore,  does  not  conform  to 
a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  community  as  a  whole. 

This  is  but  another  illustration  of  the  costly  sham 
and  contrivance  being  labeled  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Pro- 
gram. I  will  show  later  how  the  plan  does  not  serve  the  public 
purpose  and  that  the  plan  as  proposed  is,  in  truth,  a  land  grab 
of  valuable  tax-producing  land  which  is  not  decadent.  That  land 
which  I  refer  to  is  in  the  Park  Square  area,  known  as  parcels  A, 
B,  and  C. 

The  Authority  knows  well  that  public  support  can 
easily  be  generated  for  a  plan  to  renew  the  Combat  Zone  and  that 
the  only  hope  they  might  have  of  attempting  to  persuade  the  pub- 
lic that  the  plan  is  serving  a  public  purpose  is  if  it  were  to 
include  the  Combat  Zone.   So,  the  Authority  has  pretended  to 
link  these  five  parcels  together.  They  also  hope  to  persuade 
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the  Department  that  the  whole  urban  renewal  area  is  decadent, 

because  of  the  widely  accepted  notion  that  the  Combat  Zone  is 

decadent.  This  guilt-by-association  technique  has  been  exposed 

and 
and  cannot  be  submitted/lawfully  be  sanctioned  by  this  Department 

by  virtue  of  a  finding  that  the  area  is  decadent?  nor,  I  submit, 
can  the  Department  lawfully  determine  that  the  plan  conforms  to 
a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as  a  whole  without  a  relo- 
cation plan  having  been  submitted  for  D  and  E,  ©specially  bearing 
in  mind  the  nature  and  uses  presently  of  the  Combat  Zona. 

Only  after  such  a  plan  has  been  submitted  will  we 
know  where  the  B.R.A.  hopes  to  relocate  the  "undesirable  ele- 
ments" to  be  displaced  from  the  Combat  Zone,  and  whether  such 
relocation  is  feasible,  consistent  with  a  comprehensive  plan  for 
the  city  as  a  whole. 

I  am  now  about  to  begin  another  section,  Mr.  Morris. 
Would  you  like  me  to  do  that  on  Monday? 

MR.  MORRIS:   It  is  twenty-five  past  4:00.  Everyone 
has  been  very  patient.   We  agreed  to  go  from  10:00  to  4:30  today. 
I  would  like  to  ask,  however,  before  we  do,  if,  on  this  phase  of 
the  testimony,  there  are  any  persons  who  have  any  direct  ques- 
tions they  want  to  ask  for  the  next  five  minutes  while  Mr. 
Mahoney  is  here,  in  case  you  can't  be  here  Monday.  There  are  a 
lot  of  groups  that  testified  and,  if  you  have  any  questions  at 
this  point,  as  we  have  been  doing  throughout  the  hearings,  you 
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can  now  have  a  few  minutes  to  ask  those  questions  of  Mr.  Mahoney. 
No  questions?  (No  response.) 

If  not,  we  will  recess  until  10:00  o'clock,  a.m., 
Monday  morning. 

(whereupon,  the  hearing  was  in 
recess  for  the  day.) 
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